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FEDERALLY IMPACTED AREAS 


WEDNESDAY, JUNE 25, 1958 


Untrep States SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EpucaTION OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON LaBor AND Pusiic WELFARE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to notice, in the Old 
Supreme Court Chamber, the Capitol, Senator Pat McNamara pre- 
siding. 

Present: Senators McNamara (presiding), Yarborough, Ives, and 
Smith of New Jersey. 

Also present: Senator Purtell, member of the committee, and Sen- 
ator Pastore. 

Committee staff members present: Stewart E. McClure, chief clerk; 
Roy E. James, assistant chief clerk; John S. Forsythe, general coun- 
sel; Michael Bernstein and Ray Hurley, professional staff members. 

Senator McNamara. The subcommittee will please come to order. 

This morning the Subcommittee on Education begins the first of two 
hearings on bills to amend Public Laws 815 and 874 of the 81st Con- 
gress. This is the well-known federally impacted areas legislation 
which was enacted in 1950. 

(The bills and departmental reports follow :) 


[S. 3069, 85th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To extend and improve the Act of September 23, 1950, and the Act of September 
30, 1950, which provide financial assistance in the construction and operation of schools 
in areas affected by Federal activities, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Act of September 23, 1950 (Public 
Law 815, Eighty-first Congress), as amended, is amended to read as follows: 


“PURPOSE AND APPROPRIATION 


“Section 1. The purpose of this Act is to provide assistance for the construc- 
tion of urgently needed minimum school facilities in school districts which, 
since the school year 1958-1959, have had substantial increases in the number of 
children in school membership whose parents reside and work on tax-exempt 
Federal property. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated for each 
fiscal year ending prior to July 1, 1964, such sums as the Congress may deter- 
mine to be necessary for such purpose. Sums so appropriated, other than 
sums appropriated for administration, shall remain available until expended. 


“PORTION OF APPROPRIATIONS AVAILABLE FOR PAYMENTS 


“Seo. 2. For each fiscal year the Commissioner shall determine the portion of 
the funds appropriated pursuant to section 1 which shall be available for carrying 
out the provisions of sections 8 and 9. The remainder of such funds shall be 
available for paying to local educational agencies the Federal share of the cost 
of projects for the construction of school facilities for which applications have 
been approved under section 6. 
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“ESTABLISHMENT OF PRIORITIES 


“Sec. 3. The Commissioner shall from time to time set dates, the last of which 
shall be not later than June 30, 1963, by which applications for payments under 
this Act with respect to construction projects must be filed. The Commissioner 
shall by regulation prescribe an order of priority, based on relative urgency of 
need, to be followed in approving applications in the event the funds appropri- 
ated under this Act and remaining available on any such date for payment to lo- 
al educational agencies are less than the Federal share of the cost of the proj- 
ects with respect to which applications have been filed prior to such date (and 
for which funds under this Act have not already been obligated). Only appli- 
eations meeting the conditions for approval under this Act (other than section 6 
(b) (2) (C)) shall be considered applications for purposes of the preceding sen- 
tence. 

“FEDERAL SHARE FOR ANY PROJECT 


“Sec. 4. Subject to section 5 (which imposes limitations on the total of the 
payments which may be made to any local educational agency), the Federal 
share of the cost of a project under this Act shall be equal to such cost, but in 
no case to exceed the cost, in the school district of the applicant, of constructing 
minimum school facilities, and in no case to exceed the cost in such district of 
constructing minimum school facilities for the estimated number of children 
who will be in the membership of the schools of such agency at the close of the 
increase period and who will otherwise be without such facilities at such time. 
For the purposes of the preceding sentence, the number of such children who 
will otherwise be without such facilities at such time shall be determined by 
reference to those facilities which (1) are built or under contract as of the 
date on which the Commissioner set, under section 3, the earliest date on or be- 
fore which the application for such project was filed, or (2) as of the date the 
application for such project is approved, are included in a project the applica- 
tion for which has been approved under this Act. 


“LIMITATION ON TOTAL PAYMENTS TO ANY LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY 


“Sec. 5. (a) Subject to the limitations in subsections (b) and (c), the total 
of the payments to a local educational agency under this Act with respect to 
the increased school membership in any increase period may not exceed the 
estimated increase, since the base year, in the number of children residing on 
Federal property with a parent employed on Federal property (situated in 
whole or in part in the same State as the school district of such agency or 
within reasonable commuting distance from such school district), multiplied by 
95 per centum of the average per pupil cost of constructing minimum school 
facilities in the State in which the school district of such ageney is situated. 
In computing for any local educational agency the number of such children in 
an increase, the estimated number of such children who will be in the member- 
ship of the schools of such agency at the close of the increase period shall be 
compared with the estimated number of such children who were in the member- 
ship of the schools of such agency at the close of the base year. 

“(b) A local educational agency shall not be eligible to have any amount in 
its maximum by reason of subsection (a) unless the increase in children referred 
to in such subsection, prior to the application of the limitation in subsection 
(c), is at least twenty and is equal to at least 5 per centum of the number of 
all children who were in the membership of the schools of such agency at the 
close of the base year. 

“(c) If (1) the estimated number of nonfederally connected children who 
will be in the membership of the schools of a local educational agency at the 
close of the increase period is less than (2) 107 per centum of the number of 
such children who were in the membership of the schools of such agency at 
the close of the base year, the total number of children counted for purposes 
of subsection (a) with respect to such agency shall be reduced by the difference 
between (1) and (2) hereof. For purposes of this subsection, all children in 
the membership of a local educational agency shall be counted as nonfederally 
connected children except children whose membership in the base year and 
increase period was compared in computing an increase which meets the re- 
quirements of subsection (b). 

“(d) Notwithstanding the provisions of subsections (b) and (ce) of this 
section, whenever and to the extent that, in his judgment, exceptional cireum- 
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stances exist which make such action necessary to avoid inequity and avoid 
defeating the purposes of this Act, the Commissioner may do any one or more 
of the following: (1) he may waive or reduce the percentage requirement in 
subsection (b); (2) he may waive the requirement contained in the first sen- 
tence of subsection (c) or reduce the percentage specified in clause (2) of such 
sentence. 

“(e) If— 

““(1) the first year of the increase period for an application made by a 
local educational agency constitutes the second year of the increase period 
for a previous application made by such agency, and 

(2) any payment has been or may be made to such agency on the basis 
of such previous application, 

then, in determining under this section the total of the payments which may be 
made to such agency on the basis of the later application, the total number of 
children counted for purposes of subsection (a) may not exceed— 

““(3) the number of children whose membership at the close of the increase 
period for the later application is compared with membership in the vase 
year for purposes of such subsection, minus 

“(4) the number of such children whose membership at the close of the 
increase period for the previous application was compared with membership 
in the base year for purposes of such subsection. 


“APPLICATION 


“Sec. 6. (a) No payment may be made to any local educational agency under 
this Act except upon application therefor which is submitted through the uppro- 
priate State educational agency and is filed with the Commissioner in accordance 
with regulations prescribed by him. 

“(b) (1) Each application by a local educational agency shall set forth the 
project for the construction of school facilities for such agency with respect to 
which it is filed, and shall contain or be supported by— 

(A) a description of the project and the site therefor, preliminary draw- 
ings of the school facilities to be constructed thereon, and such otber 
information relating to the project as may reasonably be required by the 
Commissioner ; 

“(B) assurance that such agency has or will have title to the site, or the 
right to construct upon such site, school facilities as specified in the appli- 
cation and to maintain such school facilities on such site for a period of 
not less than twenty years after the completion of the construction; 

“(C) assurance that such agency has legal authority to undertake the 
construction of the project and to finance any non-Federal share of the cost 
thereof as proposed, and assurance that adequate funds to defray any such 
non-Federal share will be available when needed ; 

“(D) assurance that such agency will cause work on the project to be 
commenced within a reasonable time and prosecuted to completion with 
reasonable diligence: 

“(E) adequate assurances that all laborers and mechanics employed by con- 
tractors or subcontractors in the performance of construction work financed 
with the assistance of any grant of Federal funds under the provision cf this 
Act shall be paid wages at rates not less than those prevailing on similar 
construction in the locality as determined by the Secretary of Labor in aceord- 
ance with the Davis-Bacon Act, as amended (40 U. S. C. 276a—276a—5), and 
every such employee shall receive compensation at a rate not less than one 
and one-half times his basic rate of pay for all hours worked in any workweek 
in excess of eight hours in any workday or forty hours in the workweek, as 
the case may be; 

“(F) assurance that the school facilities of such agency will be available 
to the children for those education contributions are provided in this Act 
on the same terms, in accordance with the laws of the State in which the 
school district of such agency is situated, as they are available to other 
children in such school district ; and 

“(G) assurance that such agency will from time to time prior to the 
completion of the project submit such reports relating to the project as 
the Commissioner may reasonably require. 

“(2) The Commissioner shall approve any application if he finds (A) that 
the requirements of paragraph (1) have been met and that approval of the 
project would not result in payments in excess of those permitted by sections 








4 FEDERALLY IMPACTED AREAS 


4 and 5, (B) after consultation with the State and local educational agencies, 
that the project is not inconsistent with overall State plans for the construc- 
tion of school facilities, and (C) that there are sufficient Federal funds avail- 
able to pay the Federal share of the cost of such project and of all other 
projects for which Federal funds have not already been obligated and applica- 
tions for which, under section 3, have a higher priority: Provided, That the 
Commissioner may approve any application for payments under this Act at 
any time after it is filed and before any priority is established with respect 
thereto under section 3 if he determines that on the basis of information in 
his possession, it is likely that the urgency of the need of the local educational 
agency is such that it would have a priority under section 3 which would 
qualify it for payments under this Act when such priorities are established. 

“(e) No application under this Act shall be disapproved in whole or in part 
until the Commissioner of Education has afforded the local educational agency 
reasonable notice and opportunity for hearing. 


“PAYMENTS 


“Sec. 7. (a) Upon approving the application of any local educational agency 
under section 6, the Commissioner of Education shall pay to such agency an 
amount equal to 10 per centum of the Federal share of the cost of the project. 
After final drawings and specifications have been approved by the Commis- 
sioner of Education and the construction contract has been entered into, the 
Commissioner shall, in accordance with regulations prescribed by him and at 
such times and in such installments as may be reasonable, pay to such agency 
the remainder of the Federal share of the cost of the project. 

“(b) Any funds paid to a local educational agency under this Act and not 
expended for the purposes for which paid shall be repaid to the Treasury of 
the United States. 


.‘WHERE EFFECT OF FEDERAL ACTIVITIES WILL BE TEMPORARY. 


“Sec. 8. Notwithstanding the preceding provisions of this Act, whenever the 
Commissioner determines that the membership of some or all of the children, 
who may be included in computing under section 5 the maximum on the total 
of the payments for any local educational agency, will be of temporary duration 
only, such membership shall not be included in computing such maximum. In- 
stead, the Commissioner may make available to such agency such temporary 
school facilities as may be necessary to take care of such membership; or he 
may, where the local educational agency gives assurance that at least minimum 
school facilities will be provided for such children, pay (on such terms and con- 
ditions as he deems appropriate to carry out the purposes of this Act) to such 
agency for use in constructing school facilities an amount equal to the amount 
which he estimates would be necessary to make available such temporary facili- 
ties. In no case, however, may the amount so paid exceed the cost, in the school 
district of such agency, of constructing minimum school facilities for such chil- 
dren. The Commissioner may transfer to such agency or its successor all the 
right, title, and interest of the United States in and to any temporary facilities 
made available to such agency under this section (or section 309 of this Act 
as in effect prior to the enactment of School Assistance in Federally-Affected 
Areas Amendments Act of 1958); any such transfer shall be without charge, 
but may be made on such other terms and conditions, and at such time as the 
Commissioner deems appropriate to carry out the purposes of this Act. 


“CHILDREN FOR WHOM LOCAL AGENCIES ARE UNABLE TO PROVIDE EDUCATION 


“Sec. 9. In the case of children who, it is estimated, will reside on Federal 
property on June 30, 1958, or the last day of any subsequent fiscal year ending 
prior to July 1, 1963— 

(1) if no tax revenues of the State or any political subdivision thereof 
may be expended for the free public education of such children; or 
(2) if it is the judgment of the Commissioner, after he has consulted 
with the appropriate State educational agency, that no local educational 
agency is able to provide suitable free public education for such children, 
the Commissioner shall make arrangements for constructing or otherwise pro- 
viding the minimum schoo] facilities necessary for the education of such chil- 
dren. To the maximum extent practicable school facilities provided under this 
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section shall be comparable to minimum school facilities provided for children 
in comparable communities in the State. This section shall not apply to children 
who reside on Federal property under the control of the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission. Whenever it is necessary for the Commissioner to provide school fa- 
cilities for children residing on Federal property under this section, the member- 
ship of such children may not be included in computing under section 5 the 
maximum on the total of the payments for any local educational agency. 


“WITHHOLDING OF PAYMENTS 


“Sec. 10. (a) Whenever the Commissioner of Edveation, after reasonable notice 
and opportunity for hearing to a local educational agency, finds (1) that there 
is a substantial failure to comply with the drawings and specifications for the 
project, (2) that any funds paid to a local educational agency under this Act 
have been diverted from the purpose for which paid, or (3) that any assurance 
given in an application is not being or cannot be carried out, the Commissioner 
may forthwith notify such agency that no further payment will be made under this 
Act with respect to such agency until there is no longer any failure to comply 
or the diversion or default has been corrected or, if compliance or correction 
is impossible, until such agency repays or arranges for the repayment of Federal 
moneys which have been diverted or improperly expended. 

“(b) The final refusal of the Commissioner to approve part or all of any appli- 
cation under this Act, and the Commissioner’s final action under subsection (a) 
of this section, shall be subject to judicial review on the record, in the United 
States court of appeals for the circuit in which the local educational agency is 
located, in accordance with the provision of the Administrative Procedure Act. 


“ADMINISTRATION 


“Sec. 11. (a) In the administration of this Act, no department, agency, officer, 
or employee of the United States shall exercise any direction, supervision, or 
control over the personnel, curriculum, or program of instruction of any school 
or school system of any local or State educational agency. 

“(b) The Commissioner of Education shall administer this Act, and he may 
make such regulations and perform such other functions as he finds necessary 
to carry out the provisions of this Act. 

““(¢c) The Commissioner shall include in his annual report to the Congress a 
full report of the administration of his functions under this Act. 

““(d) The Secretary of Labor shall have, with respect to the labor standards 
specified in section 6 (b) (1) (E), the authority and functions set forth in 
keorganization Plan Numbered 14, of 1950 (15 F. R. 3176, 64 Stat. 1267, 5 U.S. C. 
133z-15), and section 2 of the Act of June 13, 1934, as amended (48 Stat. 948, as 
amended, 40 U.S. C. 276c). 


“USE OF OTHER FEDERAL AGENCIES ; TRANSFER AND AVAILABILITY OF APPROPRIATIONS 


“Sec. 12. (a) The Commissioner may delegate to any officer or employee of 
the Office of Education any of his functions under this Act except the making 
of regulations. In carrying out his functions under this Act, the Commissioner 
of Education may also utilize the facilities and services of any other Federal 
department or agency and may delegate the performance of any of his functions, 
except the making of regulations, to any officer or employee of any other Federal 
department or agency. The Commissioner of Education shall exercise the 
authority contained in the preceding sentence whenever such exercise will avoid 
the creation within the Office of Education of a staff and facilities which dupli- 
cate existing available staffs and facilities. Any such utilization or delegation 
shall be pursuant to proper agreement with the Federal department or agency 
concerned ; and payment to cover the cost thereof shall be made either in advance 
or by way of reimbursement, as may be provided in such agreement. 

“(b) All Federal departments or agencies administering Federal property on 
which children reside, and all such departments or agencies principally re- 
sponsible for Federal activities which may give rise to a need for the construction 
of school facilities, shall to the maximum extent practicable comply with requests 
of the Commissioner for information he may require in carrying out the purposes 
of this Act. 

“(¢) No apropriation to any department or agency of the United States, other 
than an appropriation to carry out this Act, shall be available during the period 
beginning July 1, 1951, and ending June 30, 1964, for the same purpose as this 
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Act; except that nothing in this subsection shall affect the availability during such 
period of appropriations authorized, prior to September 23, 1950, for the con- 
struction of school facilities to be attended by Indian children or appropriations 
(1) for the construction of school facilities on Federal property under the con- 
trol of the Atomic Energy Commission, (2) for the construction of school facilities 
which are to be federally operated for Indian children, or (3) for the construction 
of school facilities under the Alaska Public Works Act, approved August 24, 1949. 


“DEFINITIONS 


“Sec. 13. For the purposes of this Act— 

“(1) The term ‘Federal property’ means real property which is owned by the 
United States or is leased by the United States, and which is not subject to taxa- 
tion by any State or any political subdivision of a State or by the District of Co- 
lumbia. Such term includes real property which is owned by the United States 
and leased therefrom and the improvements thereon, even though the lessee’s in- 
terest, or any improvement on such property, is subject to taxation by a State or 
a political subdivision of a State or by the District of Columbia. Except for pur- 
poses of section 9, such term also includes real property held in trust by the 
United States for individual Indians or Indian tribes, and real property held by 
individual Indians or Indian tribes which is subject to restrictions on alienation 
imposed by the United States. Notwithstanding the foregoing provisions of this 
paragraph, such term does not include (A) any real property used by the United 
States primarily for the provision of services or benefits to the local area in 
which such property is situated, (B) any real property used for a labor supply 
center, labor home, or labor camp for migratory farm workers, (C) any real 
property under the jurisdiction of the Post Office Department and used primarily 
for the provision of postal services, or (D) any low-rent housing project held 
under title II of the National Industrial Recovery Act, the Emergency Relief 
Appropriation Act of 1935, the United States Housing Act of 1937, the Act of 
June 28, 1940 (Public Law 671, Seventy-sixth Congress), or any law amendatory 
of or supplementary to any of such Acts. 

“(2) The term ‘child’ means any child who is within the age limits for which 
the applicable State provides free public education. 

“(3) The term ‘parent’ includes a legal guardian or other person standing 
in loco parentis. 

“(4) The term ‘free public education’ means education which is provided at 
public expense, under public supervision and direction, and without tuition 
charge, and which is provided as elementary or secondary school education in the 
applicable State. 

*(5) The membership of schools shall be determined in accordance with State 
law or, in the absence of State law governing such a determination, in accordance 
with regulations of the Commissioner; except that, notwithstanding any other 
provision of this Act, where the local educational agency of the school district 
in which any child resides makes or contracts to make a tuition payment 
for the free public education of such child in a school situated in another school 
district, for purposes of this act the membership of such child, shall be held and 
considered— 

“(A) if the two local educational agencies concerned so agree, and if 
such agreement is approved by the Commissioner, as membership of a school 
of the local educational agency receiving such tuition payment ; 

“(B) in the absence of any such approved agreement, as membership of 
a school of the local educational agency so making or contracting to make 
such tuition payment. 

In any determination of membership of schools, children who are not provided 
free public education (as defined in paragraph (4)) shall not be counted. 

“(6) The average per pupil cost of constructing minimum school facilities in 
the State in which the school district of a local educational agency is situated 
shall be determined by the Commissioner of Education on the basis of contracts 
entered into during the fiscal year preceding the fiscal year in which the applica- 
tion is approved. If the Commissioner finds that the information available for 
the State concerned for such preceding fiscal year is inadequate or not sufficiently 
representative, he shall determine such cost on the basis of such information as 
he has available and after consultation with the State educational agency. The 
cost of constructing minimum school facilities in the school district of a local 
educational agency shall be determined by the Commissioner, after consultation 
with the State and local educational agencies, on the basis of such informa- 
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tion as may be contained in the application of such local educational agency 
and such other information as he may obtain. 

“(7) Estimates of membership, and all other determinations with respect 
to eligibility and maximum amount of payment, shall be made as of the time 
of the approval of the application for which made, and shall be made on the 
basis of the best information available at the time of such approval. 

“(8) The terms ‘construct’, ‘constructing’, and ‘construction’ include the 
preparation of drawings and specifications for school facilities; erecting build- 
ings, acquiring, altering, remodeling, improving, or extending school facilities; 
and the inspection and supervision of the construction of school facilities. 

“(9) The term ‘school facilities’ includes class rooms and related facilities; 
and initial equipment, machinery, and utilities necessary or appropriate for 
school purposes. Such term does not include athletic stadiums, or structures or 
facilities intended primarily for athletic exhibitions, contests, or games or other 
events for which admission is to be charged to the general public. Except as 
used in sections 8 and 9, such term does not include interests in land and off-site 
improvements. 

“(10) Whether or not school facilities are minimum school facilities shall be 
determined by the Commissioner, after consultation with the State and local 
educational agencies, in accordance with regulations prescribed by him. 

(11) The term ‘local educational agency’ means a board of education or other 
legally constituted local school authority having administrative control and 
direction of free public education in a county, township, independent, or other 
school district located within a State. Such term includes any State agency 
which directly operates and maintains faciilties for providing free public educa- 
tion or which has responsibility for the provisions of such facilities. 

(12) The term ‘State educational agency’ means the officer or agency pri- 
marily responsible for the State supervision of public elementary and secondary 
schools. 

“(13) The term ‘State’ means a State, Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, Guam, 
the Virgin Islands, or Wake Island. 

“(14) The terms ‘Commissioner of Education’ and ‘Commissioner’ mean the 
United States Commissioner of Education. 

(15) The term ‘base year’ means— 

““(A) in the case of an application filed under this Act prior to July 1, 
1962, the regular school year preceding the fiscal year in which such applica- 
tion was filed, or the regular school year preceding such school year, as 
may be designated in the application ; 

“(B) in the case of an application filed under this Act after June 30, 
1962, and prior to July 1, 1968, the regular school year 1960-1961; and 

“(16) The term ‘increase period’ means the period of two consecutive regular 
school years immediately following such base year. 


“SHORT TITLE 


“Sec. 14. This Act may be cited as the ‘School Construction Assistance in 
Federally Affected Areas Act’.” 


EXTENSION OF PUBLIC LAW 874 


Sec. 2. (a) Section 1 of the Act of September 30, 1950 (Public Law &74, Eighty- 
first Congress), aS amended, is amended by striking out clauses (2), (8), and 
(4) and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 

“*(2) such agencies provide education for children of parents who reside 
and work on Federal property ; or 

“(3) there has been a sudden and substantial increase in the number 
or children in school attendance whose parents either reside or work or 
Federal property.” 

(b) So much of the first sentence of section 2 (a) of such Act as precedes sub- 
paragraph (1) thereof is amended by striking out “seven succeeding fiscal years’”’ 
and inserting in lieu thereof “fiscal years ending prior to July 1, 1968”. 

(c) Section 8 (a) and section 8 (d), of such Act, are each amended by 
striking out “1958” and inserting in lien thereof "1963". 


FIFTEEN-YEAR LIMIT ON PAYMENTS MADE ON ACCOUNT OF ACQUIRED LAND 


See. 3. Section 2 (a) of such Act is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new sentence: “Notwithstanding the preceding provisions of this sub- 
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section, no local educational agency shall be entitled to receive any amount under 
this subsection with respect to any property for any fiscal year after the fifteenth 
fiscal year following the fiscal year in which such property was acquired by the 
United States, as determined under subparagraph (1) of the first sentence of 
this subsection.” 

AMOUNT OF AND ELIGIBILITY FOR PAYMENTS 


Sec. 4. (a) Section 3 (c) of such Act is amended by redesignating paragraphs 
(2), (3), (4), and (5) as paragraphs (3), (4), (5), and (6), respectively, and by 
inserting in lieu of paragraph (1) the following two paragraphs: 

“(1) the amount to which a local educational agency is entitled under 
subsection (a) of this section for any fiscal year ending prior to July 1, 
1963, shall be equal to the local contribution rate (determined under sub- 
section (d)) multiplied by the number of children determined under such 
subsection. 

“(2) the amount to which a local educational agency is entitled under 
subsection (b) of this section for any fiscal year ending prior to July 1 
1963, shall be determined as follows: 

“(A) a local educational agency which was entitled to receive pay- 
ment under such subsection (b) for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1958, shall be entitled to an amount equal to the local contribution rate 
used in determining its entitlement for such fiscal year multiplied by 
the following percentages, for the fiscal years indicated, of the number 
of children determined under subsection (b): (i) 40 per centum of 
such number for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1959, (ii) 30 per centum 
of such number for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1960, (iii) 20 per 
centum of such number for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1961, and (iv) 
10 per centum of such number for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1962: 
Provided, That in no case shall the number of children so determined 
for any such fiscal year exceed the number of children with respect to 
which it was entitled to receive payment under such subsection (b) for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1958. 

“(B) If the number of children determined under subsection (b) for 
any fiscal year exceeds the number of children so determined for the 
preceding fiscal year and also exceeds the number of children, if any, 
with respect to which such agency was entitled to receive payment for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1958, by at least 6 per centum of the 
difference between the number of children in average daily attendance 
at the schools of such agency during such preceding fiscal year and 
the number of children determined under subsections (a) and (b) for 
such preceding fiscal year, such agency shall be entitled to receive a 
payment equal to the local contribution rate (determined under sub- 
section (d)) multiplied by one-half of the number of children in the 
excess over such preceding fiscal year. For the next fiscal year (other 
than a fiscal year beginning after June 30, 1963) such agency shall be 
entitled to receive 50 per centum of su’ h product.” 

(b) The second sentence of the paragraph he ein designated as paragraph 
(3) of such section 3 (c) is amended by inserting “clause (A) or” before “clause 
(B)”, by inserting “(B) and, in the case of children determined under sub- 
section (a), the ten or more conditions of entitlement contained in such clause 
(A)” after “contained in such clause’, and by inserting ‘or conditions” after 
“such condition”. 

(c) (1) Subparagraph (A) of paragraph herein redesignated as paragraph 
(4) of such section 3 (c) is amended by striking “paragraph (2)” and inserting 
in lieu thereof “paragraph (3)” and by inserting after the first parenthetical 
clause the words “for payments with respect to children determined under sub- 
section (b)”. PL 

(2) Subparagraph (B) of such paragraph is amended by striking out the 
words “subsection (a) or (b) with respect to whom such agency is entitled to 
receive payment” and inserting in lieu thereof “subsection (b) with respect to 
whom such agency is entitled to receive payment (other than payment pursuant 
to subparagraph (B) of paragraph (2))”. 

(d) (1) Subparagraph (A) of the paragraph herein redesignated as para- 
graph (5) of such section 3 (c) is amended by striking out “paragraph ( 1)” and 
inserting in lieu theveof “paragraphs (1) and (2)”, by striking out “1958 and 
inserting in lieu thereof “1963”, and by striking out the parenthetical phrase. 

(2) Subparagraph (D) of such paragraph is amended by striking out “the 


’ 
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two succeeding fiscal years” and inserting in lieu thereof “any fiscal year there- 
after ending prior to July 1, 1963”. 

(8) So much of such paragraph as follows subparagraph (D) is amended by 
striking out “paragraph (1)” wherever occurring and inserting in lieu thereof 
“paragraphs (1) and (2)”. 

(e) The paragiaph of such section herein redesignated as paragraph (6) is 
amended by striking out “paragraphs (2), (3), or (4)” and inserting in lieu 
thereof “paragraphs (3), (4), or (5)”. 

(f) Sections 3 (e) and 5 (c) of such Act are each amended by striking out 
“subsection (c) (4)” and inserting in lieu thereof “subsection (c) (5)”. 

(g) (1) The fourth sentence of section 3 (d) of such Act is amended by 
striking out “(i)” and “or (ii) the national average per pupil local contribution 
rate but not to exceed the average per pupil expenditure in such State’, and 
the fifth sentence of such section is amended by striking out the semicolon and all 
that follows it down to (but not including) the period. 

(2) Subparagraph (1) of such section is amended by striking out “most nearly 
comparable” and inserting in lieu thereof “generally comparable”. 

(h) Section 4 of such Act is repealed. 

(i) (1) Subsection (a) of section 5 of such Act is amended by striking out 
“section 2, 3, or 4” and inserting in lieu thereof “section 2 or 3’’. 

(2) Subsection (c) of such section is amended by striking out “sections 2, 
3, and 4 (a)” and inserting in lieu thereof “sections 2 and 3”. 


DEFINITION OF FEDERAL PROPERTY 


Sec. 5. (a) The second sentence of section 9 (1) of such Act is amended to 
read: “Such term includes real property leased from the Secretary of the Army, 
Navy, or Air Force under section 805 of the National Housing Act, as amended, 
for the purpose of title VIII of such Act.” 

(b) The third sentence of section 9 (1) of such Act is amended by striking 
out the comma immediately before “(B)” and inserting in lieu thereof “and”, 
and by striking out the comma at the end of clause (B) and all that follows it 
down to (but not including) the period. 

(c) The last sentence of section 9 (1) of such Act is amended by inserting 
“or benefits” after “services” in clause (A), by redesignating clause (C) as 
clause (D), and by inserting before the word “or” which precedes such clause 
“(C) any real property under the jurisdiction of the Post Office Department 
and used primarily for the provision of postal services,”’. 


BOULDER CANYON PROJECT LAND 


Sec. 6. The paragraph “Payments to school districts” under the head “Office 
of Education” in the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare Appro- 
priation Act, 1954 (67 Stat. 245, 250), is amended by striking out “: Provided 
further, That for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1952, and for each succeeding 
fiscal year, all land lying within the boundaries of the Boulder Canyon Project 
Reservation shall be considered Federal property within the meaning of Pub- 
lic Law 874, Eighty-first Congress, second session; but this proviso shall not be 
construed as to interfere with State taxation of leasehold interests: Provided 
further, That any tax collected for school purposes on any leasehold interest 
within the boundaries of the Boulder City Union School District on and after 
July 1, 1953, shall be deducted under section 3 (g) of said Act”. 


INDIAN CHILDREN 


Sec. 7. (a) The second sentence of paragraph (2) of section 9 of such Act is 
repealed and the third sentence of section 9 (1) is amended by inserting “ex- 
cept for purposes of section 6,” after “(A)”. 

(b) Section 10 of such Act, including the heading thereof, is amended to read 
as follows: 


“INELIGIRILITY FOR FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE UNDER JOHNSON-O’MALLEY ACT 


“Src. 10. Any local educational agency, except a local educational agency that 
educates out-of-district Indian children who reside in Federal dormitories, which 
applies for funds under this Act shall not be eligible for financial assistance 
under the Act of April 16, 1934, as amended (25 U. S. C. 452) for the fiscal 
year for which such application was made and payment received.” 
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SHORT TITLE FOR ACT OF SEPTEMBER 30, 1950 


Sec. 8. Such Act of September 30, 1950, is further amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new section: 


“SHORT TITLE 


“Sec. 11. This Act may be cited as the ‘School Operation Assistance in Fed- 
erally Affected Areas Act’.” 
EFFECTIVE DATES 


Sec. 9. (a) Except as provided in subsection (b) of this section, the amend- 
ments made by section 1 shall apply in the case of applications filed under the 
School Construction Assistance in Federally Affected Areas Act after June 380, 
1958, with respect to an increase period which includes the regular school year 
1959-1960 or a subsequent school year. 

(b) The provisions of title IV of such Act of September 23, 1950, as in effect 
prior to enactment of this Act, shall remain in effect to the extent necessary to 
earry out agreements for assistance made prior to June 30, 1959, in accordance 
with the provisions of such title. 

(c) The amendments made by sections 2 to 8, inclusive, of this Act shall be 
effective for the period beginning July 1, 1958. 


SHORT TITLE 


Sec. 10. This Act may be cited as the “School Assistance in Federally Af- 
fected Areas Amendments Act of 1958”. 





DEPARTMENTAL REPORTS 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., March 11, 1958. 
Hon. Lister HILt, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your letter of January 27, 1958, 
requesting the views of the Bureau of the Budget on 8. 3069, a bill to extend and 
improve the act of September 23, 1950, and the act of September 30, 1950, which 
provide financial assistance in the construction and operation of schools in areas 
affected by Federal activities, and for other purposes. 

The bill embodies the views of the President on Federal assistance to schools 
in federally affected areas, as expressed in his message to the Congress on the 
1959 budget. S. 3069 would extend Public Law 815 and Public Law 8&74, 81st 
Congress, as amended, 4 and 5 years respectively so that they would both expire 
on June 30, 1963, and would amend the two laws substantially. 

The two laws were enacted in 1950 in the aftermath of the defense buildup 
of World War II and at the start of the expanded defense activities required for 
the Korean conflict. These and other activities of the Federal Government had 
adversely affected many local school districts. Therefore, the laws were designed 
to identifv those school districts where the Federal Government, because of its 
new or expanded activities, had a special responsibility for aiding in the provision 
of educational facilities and services and to provide objective means for extend- 
ing equitable assistance. 

The administration’s proposal for assistance to school districts in federally 
affected areas is the result of the reevaluation of the laws in the context of the 
current situation as contrasted to the emergency situation in 1950 when they 
were enacted as temporary measures. 

Federal assistance should he continued in cases of clear and direct Federal 
responsibility. This responsibility obviously exists where school districts enroll 
substantial numbers of students who live on Federal property and whose parents 
work on such property, and S. 3069 would continue Federal payments in these 
instances. On the other hand, Federal payments are made under the existing 
laws on behalf of categories of children where Federal responsibility is tempo- 
rary or has been adequtely discharged or where Federal assistance is no longer 
warranted. 8.3069 would, therefore, eliminate or gradually reduce Federal assist 
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ance for such categories. It should be noted in this connection that increases 
in school enrollments in many school districts where there are Federal installa- 
tions nearby are now caused by the process of suburbanization rather than by 
changes in the magnitude of Federal activities. Im addition, personnel who do 
not reside on Federal property are either taxpayers to the local community or are 
occupying rental property on which taxes are levied. The children of such 
parents are generally counted in the average daily attendance of the school for 
which the State makes grant-in-aid payments. While no detailed studies are 
available to this Bureau on the effect of Federal installations on the local economy 
and the benefits resulting from the payrolls involved, such benefits can be assumed 
to be considerable. Considerations such as these underlie the major proposed 
amendments to Public Law 815 and Public Law 874, as found in S. 3069. 

A detailed explanation of the proposal may be found in the January 17 letter 
of the Secretary of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare to the 
President of the Senate which contains a summary of the proposed changes in 
the two laws, and in the section-by-section analysis of the draft bill which 
accompanied the letter. It is understood that these have been referred to your 
committee. 

I am authorized to advise you that enactment of S. 3069 would be in accord 
with the program of the President. 

Sincerely yours, 
Ropsert E. MERRIAM, Assistant Director. 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 


Washington, D.C. 
The PRESIDENT, 


United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. PRESIDENT: I am enclosing for your consideration a draft of a bill 
extending and amending Public Law 815 (20 U.S. C., ch. 14) and Publie Law 874 
(20 U. 8. C., ch. 13). Both of these laws were originally enacted by the S8ist Con- 
gress and have subsequently been several times amended and extended. Public 
Law 815, which authorizes Federal financial assistance in the construction of 
public elementary and secondary schools in federally affected areas, was extended 
at the last session of the 85th Congress by Public Law 85-267 and is now scheduled 
to expire as respects new applications for assistance on June 30, 1959. Public 
Law 874, which authorizes Federal financial assistance in the maintenance and 
operation of public elementary and secondary schools in such areas, is now due 
to expire June 30, 1958. 

The draft bill includes amendments which would extend for 4 years some of the 
authorizations in Public Law 815 and would eliminate others. The draft bill 
would also extend some but not all of the authorizations in Public Law 874 for 5 
years. The objective underlying all these proposed amendments is to limit Fed- 
eral payments under these acts to those situations where there is a clear and di- 
rect Federal responsibility to provide this type of special educational assistance. 

The more important of the amendments to each law are briefly discussed below. 
A detailed section-by-section analysis of the draft bill is included. 


Amendments to Public Law 815 


The proposed amendments would continue without substantial change the pro- 
visions of Public Law 815 which authorize Federal payments to local educational 
agencies on account of increases in school enrollments of children who reside on 
Federal property with a parent employed on Federal property. However, two 
categories of children for which payments are authorized under existing law 
would be eliminated. One such category consists of children of parents either liv- 
ing on or working on Federal property, but not both. 

Federal assistance in providing necessary school facilities under existing law 
for this category of children has, since 1950, involved payments to some 1,300 
school districts of more than $400 million on account of almost 750,000 school 
children. These payments have greatly helped school districts to cope with the 
sudden and substantial increases in their school enrollments which were oc- 
casioned by the great upsurge in Federal defense activity during and following 
the Korean war. 

In the case of most of these children, the homes or other places where they 
reside are fully taxable by the school districts which provide their education. 
In not being abie to levy real property taxes on the places where their parents are 
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employed, these school districts are now not different from many other suburban 
communities which must look wholly or principally to residential property for 
revennes to meet the local share of the cost of their public-school systems. Also, 
the Federal installations which provide employment to the parents of such chil- 
dren generate economic benefits to the communities in which they are situated, and 
to nearby communities, which should tend generally to compensate for any loss 
in revenues occasioned by the tax immunity of the property of the installations 
concerned. 

Another category of children eliminated by the amendments to Public Law 815 
contained in the draft bill, is that involving increased numbers of children of 
parents who have migrated to a community to accept employment in Federal 
activities conducted directly or through a contractor. In this situation neither 
the places of residence nor the places of employment of the parents of such chil- 
dren need be tax exempt. The Federal assistance provided for this category has 
been justified primarily on the basis of the necessity, in the interest of the 
national defense effort, of overcoming difficulties in recruiting and retaining 
the labor force needed to man the defense activities—difficulties which would 
arise and persist if the school situation were substandard. 

Today, however, there is little evidence of a continuing and substantial migra- 
tion of labor by reason of defense contract activities. Furthermore, a substan- 
tial proportion of the increased enrollments in most of the school districts which 
have claimed or would claim assistance for this category of children more 
properly is attributable to the trend toward suburbanization and the opening of 
new residential subdivisions in suburban areas, than to the activities of the 
Federal Government. 

Another anenament to Public Law 815 included in the draft bill provides for 
repeal of section 308 which presently authorizes additional Federal payments to 
a school district of an amount sufficient to finance an approved construction 
project to house the federally-connected enrollment increase, if without such 
Federal payment the school district would be unable to construct the project. 
Similar Federal payment is authorized also in the case of a ltederaity-uided 
construction project for the purpose of completing a building which in the course 
of construction is destroyed by fire, tornado, or flood. The repeal of this sec- 
tion will affect relatively few school districts since it has been seldom used for 
the first purpose and not at all for the second purpose stated above. 

Also permitted to expire would be title IV of the existing Public Law 815. 
Under this title Federal assistance in school construction has been authorized 
for public school districts provid ng education for substantial numbers of 
children residing on Federal property which are in need of ad‘itional school 
facilities but are unable to qualify for assistance on the basis of increased 
numbers of federally-connected chili ren enrolled in school. This title has been 
usd to assist in the construction of 174 projects costing $24.7 million, mainly 
for the education of children living on Indian reservation lands. It is believed 
that the need for additional school facilities for most such districts has now been 
met and that continuation of this title is no longer necessary. 

In addition to the foregoing changes of major significance the enclosed draft 
bill would make a number of minor amendments to Public Law 815. These in- 
clude : 

1. Elimination of section 304 (b) and the proviso clause at the end of section 
305 (a), the purposes of which have been accomplished. 

2. The method of computing increases of federally-connected children has been 
changed, so as to provide a more rational measure of increase, by comparing es- 
timated membership at the end of an increase period with membership at the 
end of the previous increase period (the base year), rather than (as under 
existing law) with the average daily membership in such base year. 

3. The proviso contained in section 305 (c) by which children living in Fed- 
eral housing sold or transferred to non-Federal ownership were deemed to con- 
tinue to be federally-connected for certain purposes, has been eliminated as un- 
justitied. 

4. A provision is added making it clear that the Commissioner of Education's 
authority to make regulations may not be delegated to other Federal personnel. 

5. The labor standards at sections 205 (b) (1) (E) and 208 (d) of Public Law 
815 (sections 6 (b) (1) and 11 (@) of the act. as it, our le 1 en e bv h bill) 
have been changed to include provisions securing to laborers and mechanics on 
construction projects aided under the act, the payment of time ana one haif for 
overtime work in excess of 8 hours in a day or 40 hours in a week, and to make 
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more specific the functions and authorities of the Secretary of Labor in the 
administration of these standards. 

6. The definition of “Federal property” has been changed to exclude post 
office property and property used primarily for the provision of betiefits (as well 
as services) to local areas, since such property primarily serves local rather 
than national interests, and to exclude flight training schools on State or munic- 
ipally owned airports which are not owned by the Federal Government and 
can have no Federal tax immunity. 

The amendments to Public Law 815 would apply to applications based on en- 
rollment increases in the regular school year 1959-60 and the next 3 years, 
Amendments to Public Law 874 


Since enactment of Public Law 874, in 1950, the number of school districts 
receiving assistance under its provisions has steadily increased as has the 
amount of assistance provided. In fiscal year 1957 about 3,300 school districts, 
some in every State and Territory, received assistance under section 3 of the act 
of more than $105 million on account of more than one million federally con- 
nected children; total costs under the act amounted to $112 million. In tle cur- 
rent school year (1957-58) the number of such school districts has increased, 
and aggregate costs will approximate $126 million. Were the law exten ed 
without amendment, aggregate costs for fiscal 1959 would reach about $150 
million. 

The proposed amendments to Public Law 874 parallel venerally those pro- 
posed for Public Law 815 in that the authorization for Federal payments on ac- 
count of children who live on Federal property with a parent employed on Fed- 
eral property is continued without sustantial change, while existin’ uth r “.- 
tions for payments on account of other categories of children are discontinued 
or greatly limited. 

The most important amendment to Public Law 874 contained in the draft bill 
is the gradual reduction over a 4-year period in the Federal payments now 
being made on account of children of parents living in privete taxoble homes 
but employed on Federal property, or residing on Federal property but working 
on taxable property. Under the bill payments now being made on account of 
these children would be reduced 20 percent a year, and no new payments on 
new children in this category would be authorized except in situations involv- 
ing substantial increases in the number of such chidren, 

Thus, the amendments proposed in the draft bill would limit Federal assist- 
ance for children of this type up to the number for which a school district re- 
ceived Public Law 874 payments for the fiscal year 1958, to a diminishing per- 
centage of the actual average daily attendance of such children during fiscal 
years 1959, 1960, 1961, and 1962. Whereas these districts, if otherwise eligible, 
are being paid for the fiscal year 1958 an amount equal to their 1958 local con- 
tribution rate times 50 percent of the number of such children, they would, if 
otherwise eligible, be paid for the next 4 years amounts equal to their 1958 
local contribution rate times 40 percent, 30 percent, 20 percent, and 10 percent 
of the number of such children. 

The reasons already set forth in explanation of the elimination of this cate- 
gory of children from Public Law 815 are equaily applicable here. The provi- 
sion for gradual reduction in the payments now being made on account of these 
children, is being proposed in order to give the affected school districts ample 
time to make any adjustments in their tax base and rates that may be needed 
to provide revenues to take the place of the Federal funds being withdrawn. 

Moreover, the bill authorizes temporary Federal assistance to school districts 
which experience substantial enrollment increases in children in this category 
to help tide the districts Over the 1- or 2-year period after the establishment of 
expansion of a tax-exempt Federal installation during which they may incur 
additional public school expenses before additional revenues can be provided. 
Thus, under the proposed bill, if in any year during the extended life of Public 
Law 874 there is an increase in the number of school children whose parents 
live or work on Federal property (but not both), over the number in the prior 
year and in the school year 1957-58, and such increase equals 6 percent or 
more of the number of nonfederally connected children in average daily attend- 
ance in the preceding year and in 1957-58, the draft bill would authorize a 
Federal payment to be made for one-half the number of children in such in- 
crease at the current local contribution rate, and for the following year would 
authorize a payment of one-half the previous year’s amount. 
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In this connection, the draft bill would eliminate a provision in existing law 
for a minmium local contribution rate based on the national average local 
contribution rate per pupil paid under section 3 of the law in the second pre- 
ceding year. A national average of local contribution rates bears no reasonable 
relation to the loss a particular school district may suffer as a result of the im- 
munity from local taxation of Federal property on which children reside or their 
parents work, and hence should not be used in determining the rate of Federal 
payment to a school district. 

The draft bill would not extend the provision of section 4 of Public Law 874 
which now authorizes payments on account of increased numbers of children 
whose parents work for Federal contractors. The reasons already given for 
eliminating the analogous category of children from Public Law 815 are applic- 
able here. 

Under Public Law 874 Indian children who are eligible for educational serv 
ices provided with funds furnished by the Bureau of Indian Affairs under the 
Johnson-O’Malley Act (25 U. 8S. C. 452) are not counted for the purposes of the 
Public Law 874 program unless the governor of the State elects to have them 
counted. In that event the State becomes ineligible for educational assistance 
through the Bureau of Indian Affairs under the Johnson-O’Malley Act. Indian 
children who receive only special services, as distinguished from educational 
services, under the Johnson-O’Malley Act are counted under the Public Law 874 
program where the governor has made no election. 

The proposed draft bill changes the present law by permitting each school 
district, rather than the governor on a statewide basis, to decide whether assist- 
ance for the education of Indian children residing on tax-exempt land within the 
district will be sought under the Public Law 874 program or through the Bureau 
of Indian Affairs under the Johnson-O’Malley Act. Each district will be able to 
choose the program that is financially most advantageous to it, but will not be 
eligible to participate under both programs at the same time. This change is 
recommended by the Department of the Interior in order to avoid duplicate 
Federal payments to any district based upon the residence of Indian children on 
tax-exempt land. 

In addition to these major changes, the enclosed draft bill would make a num- 
ber of other relatively minor amendments to Public Law 874. These proposed 
amendments include the following: 

1. Payments under section 2, which are based on loss of taxable property 
through its acquisition by the United States even though no additional school 
attendance load is caused thereby, would be modified to provide that such acqui 
sition must have occurred within a period of 15 years prior to the year of 
application for payment. It is felt that over this period the local educational 
agency should become fully adjusted to the loss of tax base through the Federal 
acquisition. 

2. Payments with respect to children whose parents both live and work on 
Federal property, would be somewhat liberalized. Thus, section 3 (¢) (2) of 
the act would be amended to authorize waiver by the Commissioner of the 
eligibility condition which requires that there be 10 or more such children in 
average daily school attendance, when application of this condition would defeat 
the purposes of the act. Also, the special 6 percent eligibility requirement for 
cities which in the school year 1938-39 had an average daily attendance of more 
than 35,000 children, together with the 3 percent absorption requirement as 
applied to such cities (at sec. 3 (c) (3) of the law), would be eliminated as 
respects children of parents who both live and work on Federal property. 

3. The definition of Federal property would be amended to exclude (a) out- 
leased Federal property if the leasehold is taxable, except where leased from the 
Department of the Army, Navy, or Air Force under section 805 of the National 
Housing Act, (b) flight-training schools operated on any State or municipally 
owned airports, and (c) post office property and other property used primarily 
for the provision of benefits (as well as services) to local areas. The last two 
exclusions parallel amendments to similar provisions in Public Law 815, and the 
first is necessary to assure limitation of the law to nontaxable Federal property. 

4. The special provision in the HEW Appropriation Act of 1954 which included 
the Boulder Dam project land as Federal property, regardless of the taxability 
of leasehold interests in the land, has also been repealed consistently with the 
exclusion of all taxable out-leased federally owned property. 

All amendments to Public Law 874 would become effective July 1, 1958. 

The effect of the various amendments proposed to be made by the attached 
draft bill on the cost of these programs of school assistance in federally affected 
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areas will vary somewhat with the nature and extent of the activities of the 
Federal Government. For Public Law 815 we estimate that the amount to be 
appropriated for assistance in school construction in fiscal 1959 would be re- 
duced from $62 million if this law were to be extended in its present form, to 
$20,500,000 if the proposed amendments are adopted; comparable savings could 
be realized in subsequent years. For Public Law 874 we estimate that the cost 
in the fiscal year 1959 would be reduced from $149 million if the law were ex- 
tended without amendment, to $110 million if the proposed amendments are 
adopted; in the fifth year (fiscal 1963) costs under Public Law 874 could be 
reduced to about $53 million under the draft bill, as compared with costs of 
more than $200 million if the law were extended without amendment. 

In compliance with Public Law 801, 84th Congress, there is enclosed a state- 
ment of cost estimates and personnel requirements which would be entailed 
by enactment of the enclosed draft bill. 

We shall appreciate it if you will be good enough to refer the enclosed draft 
bill to the proper committee for consideration. In view of the expiration of 
Public Law 874 on June 30 of this year and the desirability of giving the local 
educational agencies concerned as much notice as possible of changes in this 
law which would affect their planning for the school year 1958-59, it is hoped that 
early attention can be given to this legislative proposal. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that enactment of this proposed legislation 
would be in accord with the program of the President. 

Sincerely yours, 
M. B. Fotsom, Secretary. 


Assistance for school construction and payments to school districts, federally 
affected areas, estimate of cost 1958-62, in addition to expenditures authorized 
hy existing law 


j 
| 
} 
| 
| 


1959 | 1960 








1961 1962 1963 
"ti ee eee Sur te age Lek A ee Oe ee - = 
Appropriation requirements: | 
Grants for school construction ..-..| $20,500,000 | $20, 000, 000 | $16, 000, 000 | $15, 000,000 | $15, 000, 000 
Grants for maintenance and opera- | | 
og a ee Se = | 110,000,000 | 98, 610, 000 | 83,049,000 | 67, 780, 000 52, $70, 000 
Administration..._.... sake 1 250, 000 | 1, 142, 000 | 1, 065, 000 1, 016, 000 980, 000 
$$$ |} | __—_— aa apenas ciatelagietiNail 
Total.. saamane .| 130, 750,000 | 119, 752, 000 | 100, 114, 000 83, 796,000 | 68, 950, 000 
——— = — — ————<———— = — — — SSS 
rotal expenditure estimates: | | | 
Grants for school construction 2,000,000 | 16, 000, 000 23,000,000 | 16,000,000 | 15,000, 000 
Grants for maintenance and opera- | | | 
tion of schools. ........--- ..| 88,000,000 | 103,818,000 | 85,383,000 | 70,071,000 | 55, 192, 000 
Administration .._- Saintes ell 1 230,000 | 1, 127,000 1, 071, 000 1, 011, 000 | 980, 000 
Total. ee. “ .| 90,230,000 | 120, 945,000 | 109, 454, 000 87, 082,000 | 71,172,000 
Expenditures for administration: i 
Personal services -- -- 1 197, 450 944, 550 | 949, 120 839, 380 | 806, 720 
All other ‘ 1 32, 550 182, 450 121, 880 171,620} 173, 280 
Total.... — —itehead eet 1 230, 000 1, 127, 000 | 1, 071, 000 | 1,011, 000 980, 000 
Man-year requirements for adminis- | | 
tration........ aemanb eu 136 147 | 135 | 130 125 


| 


1 Includes only the additional administrative cost for extension of program, 


Scuoont ASSISTANCE IN FEDERALLY AFFECTED AREAS AMENDMENTS AcT oOFf 1958— 
DETAILED ANALYSIS 


The draft bill amends the act of September 23, 1950 (Public Law 815, 81st 
Cong.) by extending title III thereof, with various amendments, for 4 addi- 
tional years, covering increases in school membership through June 30, 1963. 
It also amends the act of September 30, 1950 (Public Law 874, Sist Cong.), 
by extending it through June 30, 1963, with amendments. 

AMENDMENTS TO THE ACT OF SEPTEMBER 23, 1950 


Section 1 of the bill amends the act of September 23, 1950, by rewriting it. 
Under the act as rewritten, titles I, II, and IV would not be continued. 
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Purpose and appropriation 


Section 1 of the act of September 23, 1950, as amended by the bill, authorizes 
appropriation, for each fiscal year through the fiscal year ending June 30, 1964, 
of such sums as the Congress may determine to be necessary for the purpose 
of providing assistance for the construction of urgently needed minimum school 
facilities in school districts which have, since the school year 1958-59, had sub- 
stantial increases in the number of children in their schools who reside on tax- 
exempt Federal property. Such appropriations (other than the sums appro- 
priated for administration) would be available until expended. 

This section is the same as section 301 of the existing law, except that the 
authorization for appropriations has been extended for another 4 fiscal years 
to cover school enrollment increases of children residing on Federal property. 
Also, the provision that appropriations are available until expended has been 
transferred from another part of the law. 


Portion of appropriations available for payments 

Section 2 of the act, as amended by the bill, requires the Commissioner of 
Education to determine for each fiscal year the portion of the appropriations 
which is to be available for carrying out sections 8 and 9 (relating to grants 
for the construction of temporary school facilities and to the provision by the 
Commissioner of facilities for children residing on Federal property). The 
remainder of the appropriations is available for payments to local educational 
agencies for the Federal share of projects for which applications have been 
approved under the act. 

This section is the same as section 302 of the existing law except for changes 
in references. 


Establishment of priorities 


Section 3 of the act, as amended by the bill, provides for the establishment 
by the Commissioner of dates before which applications for payments with 
respect to projects must be filed, in order for the applications to be approved 
for purposes of sharing in the appropriations available (for the purpose) on 
the date established. If the funds available for the purpose on any such date 
are inadequate, the Commissioner’s regulations, based on relative urgency of 
need, determine the order of priority for approval of the applications. The last 
date established by the Commissioner under this section may not be later than 
June 30, 1963. To be considered an application for purposes of this section, an 
application would have to meet the conditions for approval set forth in the act 
(in section 6), other than the requirement that there be sufficient Federal 
funds available to pay the Federal share of the cost of the project. 

This section is the same as section 303 of the existing law except for date 
and reference changes and except for a rearrangement, for purposes of clarifi- 
cation, of the provisions relating to the regulations governing priorities. 


Federal share for any project 


Section 4 of the act, as amended by the bill, states that the Federal share of 
the cost of any project is an amount equal to the cost of such project. However, 
this amount is subject to three limitations. First, the Federal share is subject to 
the limitation on the total payment which may be made to any local educational 
agency under section 5 of the amended act with respect to increased school mem- 
bership in any increase period. Second, the Federal share cannot exceed the cost 
of constructing minimum school facilities. The cost of the facilities will be 
determined by the cost thereof in the community in which the project is being 
constructed. 

The Federal share of the cost of the project may also not exceed the cost in 
the community of constructing minimum school facilities for the schoolchildren 
who will otherwise be without minimum facilities at the close of the increase 
period. (This term is defined in section 18. See below for explanation of its 
meaning.) The number of schoolchildren without minimum facilities will be 
determined for purposes of this limitation on the basis of the school facilities 
built or under contract on the date on which the Commissioner establishes, 
under section 3, the earliest date on or before which the application for the 
project was filed. Also considered as available for the children, for the purpose 
of determining the number of children who will be without minimum facilities, 
are school facilities included in any project the application for which has been 
approved under this act. 

This section is the same as subsection (a) of section 304 of the existing law 
except for reference changes. Subsection (b) of section 304 has been omitted. 
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It related to the special situation of those local educational agencies which had 
filed applications on or before November 24, 1953, and had entered into con- 
struction contracts after that date which reduced or eliminated payments to 
which those agencies would otherwise have been entitled under the law. Thus, 
the provisions of this subsection have been executed. 


Limitation on total payments to any local educational agency 


Section 5 of the act, as amended by the bill, establishes a maximum on the total 
payments which may be made to any local educational agency with respect to 
the increased school membership of federally connected children during any 
increase period. Subject to subsections (b) and (c) of section 5, which further 
limit the total number of children to be included for purposes of computing the 
maximum, the maximum will be based on a percentage of the cost of constructing 
minimum school facilities in the State multiplied by the increase since the base 
year (defined in section 13) in children who live on Federal property with a 
parent employed on Federal property (situated in the same State or within 
reasonable commuting distance of the school district). 

Subsection (a) of this section sets forth the method for determining the extent 
of the increase in the number of these children. This is done by deducting from 
the number of such children who will be in the membership of the schools of the 
local educational agency at the close of the increase period (the period of two 
consecutive regular school years following the base year), the number of such 
children who were in the membership of the schools of such agency at the close 
of the base year. The maximum amount is then computed by multiplying the 
increase by 95 percent of the per pupil cost of constructing minimum school 
facilities in the State. 

Subsection (b) of the new section 5 imposes eligibility conditions which 
(except as provided in subsection (d)) must be met before an increase can be 
counted toward the maximum amount payable to a local educational agency. 
The increase must be 20 or more children and must be equal to at least 5 percent 
of the total membership of the schools of the local educational agency at the close 
of the base year. 

Since most communities in the country are experiencing an increase in school 
membership, subsection (c) of the new section 5 would reduce the total number 
of children who may be counted for purposes of determining the maximum under 
this section to the extent that the increase in nonfederally connected children who 
will be in the membership of the schools of the local educational agency at the 
close of the increase period is less than 107 percent of the membership of such 
nonfederally connected children at the close of the base year. 

Subsection (d) of the new section 5 authorizes the Commissioner to waive or 
reduce the 5-percent eligibility condition in subsection (b) or waive or reduce 
the percentage of the increase in nonfederally connected children required by 
subsection (c), or both. Such waiver or reduction, however, would be author- 
ized only when and to the extent that, in the judgment of the Commissioner of 
Education, exceptional circumstances exist which make such action necessary to 
avoid inequity and to avoid defeating the purposes of the act. 

Subsection (e) is designed to prevent the same children from being counted 
as part of an increase during two consecutive increase periods. Under this sub- 
section if a local educational agency files an application with respect to a con- 
struction project in two consecutive increase periods and any payment has been 
or may be made on the basis of the first application, then in determining the total 
number of children which may be counted for purposes of the maximum on the 
payments to the agency during the year in which the second application is filed, 
the number of children whose membership at the close of the first increase period 
was compared with membership in the applicable base year is to be subtracted 
from the number of children in the same category whose membership at the close 
of the second increase period is compared with membership in the applicable 
base year. 

This section differs from section 305 of the existing law in several respects, in 
addition to differences in references and dates. 

First, the second and third categories of children with respect to whom Public 
Law 815 now authorizes payments—those whose parents either reside on or work 
on Federal property, and those whose membership results directly from activities 
of the United States in so-called critical defense areas—are not continued in the 
new section. Also deleted, as no longer needed, is a provision permitting an 
applicant to elect which category to count children under, if countable under 
more than one. 
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Second, also not continued in the new provisions is the provision in the existing 
section 305 (a) under which children attending a federally owned school oper- 
ated by a local educational agency could be counted as part of an increase in 
school membership for purposes of this section, and would be determined to be 
without school facilities at the close of the increase period, if the Commissioner 
found that the Government-owned school could more appropriately be used for 
other school purposes or was no longer available for use for such purposes and 
that the agency will submit an application for a project to provide offbase school 
facilities for the children. 

Third, school membership at the close of the increase period would be com- 
pared with school membership at the close of the base year, instead of with 
average daily membership during that year as in the existing provisions of sec- 
tion 305, in order to determine the amount of the increase in membership. 

Finally, the draft bill also eliminates the existing provision of section 305 
under which children residing on housing property, which was considered Federal 
property prior to its transfer or sale by the United States, are not to be counted 
as federally connected in determining the eligibility of the local educational 
agency under subsection (b). 


Applications 


Section 6 (a) of the act, as amended by the bill, requires submission of an ap- 
plication, through the State educational agency, to the Commissioner in ac- 
cordance with his regulations before any payments may be made to a local 
educational agency. 

Subsection (b) of section 6 sets forth the conditions which must be met by 
an application before it may be approved. The application must set forth the 
project with respect to which it is filed; contain a description of the site, pre- 
liminary drawings, and other related information; contain assurance of owner- 
ship of the site or the right to construct and maintain facilities thereon for at 
least 20 years and of the local educational agency’s legal authority to undertake 
the construction; contain assurance that the construction will be begun in a 
reasonable time and prosecuted to completion with reasonable diligence, that 
adequate funds to defray the non-Federal share of the cost will be available, 
that laborers and mechanics employed on the project will be paid prevailing wage 
rates and time and one-half for overtime work in excess of 40 hours in a week 
or 8 hours in a day, that the school facilities will be available for the federally 
connected children on the same terms, in accordance with the laws of the State, 
as they are available to other children in the school district of the local educa- 
tional agency, and finally, that the local educational agency will submit neces- 
sary reports relating to the project reasonably required by the Commissioner. 

Any application meeting the above requirements must be approved if not in- 
consistent with overall State school construction plans and if there are sufficient 
Federal funds available to pay the Federal share of the cost of the project and 
other projects with a higher priority. In order to expedite action on applications 
which involve urgent needs for new schools to take care of increased school en- 
rollments occasioned by new Federal housing projects, this subsection authorizes 
approval of applications in such situations in advance of the cutoff dates estab- 
lished by the Commissioner for priority purposes under section 3. Such advance 
approval, however, may be given only if the Commissioner determines it to be 
likely that the need of the applicant local educational agency is sufficiently great 
to qualify it for payments when the priorities are established. 

Subsection (c) of section 6 of the act, as amended by the bill, requires notice 
and opportunity for hearing to an applicant local educational agency before its 
application is disapproved by the Commissioner. 

This section is the same as section 306 and section 205 (b) (1) of the existing 
law except for addition at section 6 (b) (1) (FE) of overtime pay standards to 
the prevailing wage standards now provided at section 205 (b) (1) (E) of exist- 
ing law, and except for reference changes and deletion of the material at the end 
of section 6 (b) (2), which material would be no longer operative when the bill 
is enacted. 

Section 7 (a) of the act, as amended by the bill, sets forth the procedure for 
making payments. Upon approving an application of a local educational agency 
with respect to a project, the Commissioner is to pay to the agency 10 percent of 
the Federal share of the cost of the project. After approval of the final drawings 
and specifications of the project and execution of the construction contract, the 
Commissioner is to pay the remainder of the Federal share to the agency, in 
accordance with his regulations and in reasonable installments. 
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Subsection (b) of section 7 requires the return to the Treasury of the United 
States of any funds paid to a local educational agency which are not used for 
the purposes for which paid. 

Section 7 is the same as section 307 of the existing law except for the deletion, 
as unnecessary, of the provision that payments are to be made through the dis 
bursing facilities of the Treasury Department and prior to audit or settlement 
by the General Accounting Office. 

Where effect of Federal activities will be temporary 

Section 8 of the act, as amended by the bill, relates to cases where part or all 
of the attendance of federally connected children in a local school district is of 
temporary duration. In such cases the Commissioner is directed to make avail- 
able to the local educational agency such temporary school facilities as may be 
necessary to take care of the temporary school membership; or he may pay an 
amount equal to the cost of such facilities to the local agency for use in construc- 
ting regular school facilities. In no case, however, may the amount so paid 
exceed the cost in the chool district of constructing minimum school facilities 
for the federally connected children. Any temporary facilities made available 
to a local educational agency under this section may be transferred to such 
agency without charge, on such terms and conditions as the Commissioner 
determines appropriate to carry out the purposes of this act. 

Except for changes in references, this section is the same as section 309 of the 
existing law.’ 


Children for whom local agencies are unable to provide education 


Section 9 of the act, as amended by the bill, provides that the Commissioner 
shall arrange for constructing or otherwise providing minimum school facilities 
for children residing on Federal property if no tax revenues of the State or any 
political subdivision may be expended for the free public education of the chil- 
dren or no local educational agency is, in the judgment of the Commissioner 
after consultation with the State educational agency, able to provide suitable 
free public education for the children. The facilities provided are, to the maxi- 
mum extent practicable, to be comparable to minimum school facilities provided 
in comparable communities in the State. Children for whom facilities are pro- 
vided under this section are not to be included in computing under sec. 5 the 
maximum on the total payments to a local educational agency. 

The provisions of this section are not applicable to children who reside on 
Federal property under the control of the Atomic Energy Commission. 

This section is the same as section 310 of the existing law except for reference 
and date changes and except for removal of Indian children attending federally 
operated Indian schools from the groups specifically excluded from application 
of the section. (This exclusion would be replaced by the broader provision 
making inapplicable for purposes of this section, the specific inclusion of various 
Indian lands within the definition of Federal property, ) 


Withholding of payments 


Section 10 (a) of the act, as amended by the bill, provides for the withhold- 
ing of payments to a local educational agency for failure to comply with the 
specifications for a project, for diversion of Federal funds from the purposes for 
which paid, or for failure to carry out any of the assurances given in an applica- 
tion, until the Commissioner is satisfied that the failure to comply or diversion or 
default has been corrected or arrangements have been made for repayment of 
diverted or improperly expended Federal moneys. This withholding action may 
be taken only after notice and opportunity for hearing to the local educational 
agency. 

Under subsection (b) of the new section 10, the withholding action of the 
Commissioner, and his refusal to approve any application, would be subject 
to judicial review on the record in the United States court of appeals for the 
circuit in which the local educational agency is located, in accordance with the 
provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act. 

Except for changes in references, this section is the same as sections 311 and 
207 (b) of the existing law. 


Except for the provision that appropriations shall remain available until expended, 
which has been included in sec. 1 above, sec. 308 of the existing law has not been continued. 
That section also authorized a special fund, equal to not more than 10 percent of the 
amounts appropriated for any fiscal year, for making additional payments to help finance 
the non-Federal share of the cost of projects in certain special or emergency situations. It 
also contained a special temporary provision, already executed, making some exceptions 
from the requirement, established in regulations of the Commissioner, as to the minimum 
percentage of children who must be federally connected for an application to be approved. 
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Administration 


Section 11 of the bill provides for administration of the act by the Commis- 
sioner. It authorizes necessary regulations and requires inclusion of a report 
of administration of the act in the Commissioner’s annual report to the Congress. 
This section also prohibits any direction, supervision, or control over the per- 
sonnel, curriculum, or program of instruction of any State or local school or 
school system by any Federal agency, officer, or employee in the administration 
of this act. 

This section also provides that, with respect to the requirement that prevail- 
ing wages rates and time and one-half for overtime be paid mechanics and 
laborers on any project for which funds are paid under the act, the Secretary 
of Labor shall have the authority and functions set forth in Reorganization 
Plan No. 14 of 1950 (5 U. 8S. C. 133z 15), and section 2 of the Copeland Act 
(40 U.S. C., 276c). 

Except for changes in references, and clarification of the Secretary of Labor’s 
authority in connection with labor standards, this section is the same as section 
208 of the existing law. 


Use of other Federal agencies; transfer and availability of appropriations 

Section 12 (a) of the act, as amended by the bill, authorizes the Commis- 
sioner to utilize other Federal agencies and to delegate performance of his 
functions, except the making of regulations, to any officer or employee of the 
Office of Education or of any other Federal department or agency. Such utili- 
zation or delegation of other departments and agencies is to be pursuant to 
agreement, with payment for the cost thereof to be made in accordance with 
the agreement. The authority of the Commissioner under this section with 
respect to other Federal departments and agencies is to be exercised whenever 
it would avoid duplication within the Office of Education of existing available 
staff and facilities. 

Subsection (b) of the new section 12 requires other Federal agencies, which 
administer Federal property on which children reside or which are principally 
responsible for Federal activities that may give rise to a need for school con- 
struction, to comply to the maximum extent practicable with the Commissioner's 
requests for information he needs to carry out the act. 

Subsection (c) of this section prohibits appropriations other than those made 
to carry out this act from being available between June 30, 1951, and July 1, 
1964, for the same purposes as this act. This prohibition is not applicable to 
appropriations for the construction of school facilities on Federal property 
under the control of the Atomic Energy Commission, appropriations for the 
construction of federally operated school facilities for Indian children, appro- 
priations for school construction under the Alaska Public Works Act, and ap- 
propriations authorized prior to September 23, 1950 (the date of enactment of 
the origial law) for construction of school facilities for Indian children. 

This section is the same as subsections (a), (b), and (e) of section 209 and 
subsection (a) of section 105 of the existing law except for date and reference 
changes and except for the exclusion of the making of regulations from the 
functions which may be delegated to other Federal officers and employees. 
In this respect the draft bill would follow the existing provisions of section 
105 (a) dealing with delegation to Office of Education personnel of the Com- 
missioner’s functions. 


Definitions 


*aragraph (1) of section 13 of the act, as amended by the bill, defines ‘“Fed- 
eral property” as real property owned or leased by the United States and not 
subject to State or local taxation. Specifically included in the term is real 
property which is leased from the United States even though the leasehold 
interest is subject to State or local taxation. Also included specifically, except 
for purposes of section 9, is real property held in trust by the United States 
for Indians or Indian tribes, or which is held by Indians or Indian tribes and is 
subject to restrictions on alienation imposed by the United States. Specifically 
excluded, however, is real property used by the United States primarily for 
provision of services or benefits to the local area where the property is located. 
real property used for a labor supply center, labor home, or labor camp for 
migratory farmworkers, real property under the jurisdiction of the Post Office 
Department and used primarily for the provision of postal services, and low- 
rent housing projects held under title II of the National Industrial Recovery 
Act, the Emergency Relief Appropriations Act of 1935, the United States Hous- 
ing Act of 1937, or Public Law 671 of the 76th Congress. 
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This paragraph of the definitions is the same as paragraph (1) of section 210 
of the existing law, except for (i) the addition, to the types of property spe- 
cifically excluded from the definition, of Post Office Department property and 
property used primarily for provision of benefits to local areas, (ii) the deletion 
of the specific inclusion of schools located at State or local airports and pro- 
viding flight training under contracts with the Air Force, and (iii) the amend- 
ment making the inclusion of Indian lands inapplicable for purposes of section 9. 

-aragraph (2) of section 13 defines the term “child” to mean any child who 
is within the age limits for which the State provides free public education. It 
is the same as paragraph (2) of section 210 of the existing law. 

Paragraph (8) of section 13 defines “parent” to include a legal guardian or 
other person standing in loco parentis. This is the same as paragraph (38) of 
section 210 of the existing law. 

Paragraph (4) defines “free public education” as education provided at public 
expense, under public supervision and direction, and without tuition charge, 
and which is provided as elementary or secondary school education in the 
State. It is the same as paragraph (4) of section 210 of the existing law ex- 
cept for the addition, for clarifying purposes, of the requirement that no tuition 
be charged. This addition makes the definition the same in terms, as well as 
substance, as the definition in the act of September 30, 1950 (Public Law 874, 
Sist Cong.). 

Paragraph (5) of section 13 provides that school membership shall be deter- 
mined in accordance with State law or, in the absence thereof, in accordance 
with the Commissioner’s regulations. Where, however, a tuition charge is paid 
or contracted to be made by the local educational agency in the school district 
of which a child resides to another local educational agency for the child’s free 
public education, then the membership of the child shall be considered as mem- 
bership of a school of the agency receiving the payment if the two local agencies 
so agree and the agreement is approved by the Commissioner, or, in the absence 
of such an approved agreement, as membership of a school of the agency making 
the tuition payment. This paragraph also provides that, in determining school 
membership, children who are not provided “free public education” may not be 
counted. 

This paragraph is the same as paragraph (5) of section 210 of the existing 
law except for the fact that the latter also applied to determinations of “aver- 
age daily attendance” and “average daily membership.” These terms do not 
appear in the act as amended by the bill; hence their absence from paragraph 
(5). 

Paragraph (6) of section 13 provides that the average per pupil cost of con- 
structing minimum school facilities in a State is to be determined by the Com- 
missioner on the basis of contracts entered into during the fiscal year preceding 
that in which the application, with respect to which the determination is made, 
is approved. If the available information for the preceding fiscal year is found 
by the Commissioner to be inadequate or not sufficiently representative, the 
determination is to be made on the basis of the available information and after 
consultation with the State educational agency. The cost of constructing mini- 
mum school facilities in the school district of a local educational agency is to 
be determined by the Commissioner, after consultation with both the State and 
local educational agencies on the basis of information contained in the appli- 
‘ation and such other information as the Commissioner may obtain. 

This paragraph is the same as paragraph (7) of section 210 of the existing 
law, except that the existing paragraph also applies to determination of the 
cost of constructing “complete,” as well as minimum school facilities. Under 
the act, as amended by the-bill, there is no need for any reference to “complete” 
school facilities.’ 

Paragraph (7) of section 13 provides that all determinations with respect to 
eligibility and maximum amount of payment are to be made as of the time of 
approval of the application for which made and on the basis of the best informa- 
tion then available. 

This paragraph is the same, with the exception of one minor change, as para- 
graph (8) of section 210 of the existing law. 

Paragraph (8) of section 13 defines the terms “construct,” “constructing,” 
and “construction” to include preparation of drawings and specifications ; erect- 





2 Sec. 210 of the existing law also includes a definition of “current fiscal year” in para- 
graph (6). Since this term would not appear in the amended law, the definition has not 
been continued. 
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ing, building, acquiring, altering, remodeling, improving, or extending school 
facilities ; and inspection and supervision of construction. 

This paragraph is the same as paragraph (9) of section 210 of the existing 
law. 

Paragraph (9) of section 13 defines “school facilities” to include classrooms 
and related facilities, and necessary or appropriate initial equipment, machinery, 
and utilities. Specifically excluded are athletic stadiums, or facilities or struc- 
tures intended primarily for athletic or other events for which admission is to 
be charged the general public. Also excluded are interests in land and offsite 
improvements except for purposes of sections 8 and 9 (relating to provision of 
temporary facilities and provision of facilities by the Commissioner where local 
educational agencies are unable to do so). 

This paragraph is the same, except for changes in references, as paragraph 
(10) of section 210 of the existing law. 

Paragraph (10) of section 13 provides that the determination of whether or 
not school facilities are minimum school facilities is to be made by the Com- 
missioner in accordance with regulations and after consultation with the State 
and local educational agencies. 

This paragraph is the same as the portion of paragraph (11) of section 210 
of the existing law dealing with “minimum school facilities.” The existing pro- 
vision, however, also indicated what school facilities would be deemed “ade- 
quate.” There is no need for the continuation of the latter provision. 

Paragraph (11) of section 13 defines “local educational agency” as a board of 
education, or other legally constituted local school authority having adminis- 
trative control and direction of free public education in a county, township, 
independent, or other school district in the State. The term also includes any 
State agency which directly operates and maintains school facilities or which 
has responsibility for the provision of such facilities. 

This paragraph is the same as paragraph (12) of section 210 of the existing 
law. 

Paragraph (12) of section 18 defines “State educational agency” as the officer 
or agency primarily responsible for State supervision of public schools. It is 
the same as paragraph (13) of section 210 of the existing law. 

Paragraph (13) of section 13 defines “State” to include Alaska, Hawaii, 
Puerto Rico, Guam, Wake Island, and the Virgin Islands. This paragraph is 
the same as paragraph (14) of section 210 of the existing law, except thot the 
existing provision includes the District of Columbia for purposes of title I. 
Since title I would not be continued under the act, as amended by the bill, this 
portion of the definition was deleted. 

Paragraph (14) of section 13 defines “Commissioner of Education” and “Com- 
missioner” as the United States Commissioner of Education. This is the same 
as paragraph (15) of section 210 of the existing law. 

Paragraph (15) of section 13 defines base year as the regular school year 
1960-61 in the case of an application filed during the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1963. In the case of an application filed prior to that fiscal year, it means 
the regular school year preceding the fiscal year in which the application is 
filed or the regular school year preceding such school year, whichever is desig- 
nated in the application. While this definition differs in terms from the defi- 
nition of “base year” in section 312 of the existing law, it is patterned after, and 
is the same in principle, as the existing definition. 

Paragraph (16) of section 13 defines the term “increase period” as the period 
of 2 consecutive regular school years immediately following the base year 
Again, while this definition differs in terms from the definition of “increase 
period” in section 312 of the existing law, it is patterned after, and is the same 
in principle, as that definition. 


Short title 


Section 14 of the act, as amended by the bill, provides that the act may be 
cited as the “School Construction Assistance in Federally Affected Areas Act.” 
The existing law does not provide a short title. 


AMENDMENTS TO THE ACT OF SEPTEMBER 30, 1950 


Extension of Public Law 874 

Section 2 (a) of the bill amends section 1 of the act of September 30, 1950 
(declaration of policy) to reflect the limited scope of the amended law which 
would restrict continning payments to payments on account of children whose 
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parents live and work on Federal property, and limit payments on account of 
children whose parents live on or work on Federal property (but not both) to 
situations where there is a substantial increase in such children. 

Section 2 (b) of the bill amends two provisions of the act of September 30, 
1950, so as to extend the duration thereof for another 5 years (through June 
30, 1963). Corresponding amendments have been made by other sections of 
the bill which involve sections of the act containing duraton provisions; these 
will not be again mentioned in this analysis. 

Fifteen-year limit on payments made on account of acquired land.—Section 2 
of the bill amends section 2 (a) of the act of September 30, 1950, so as to pro- 
vide that no payments will be made under that section with respect to any 
property for any year after the 15th fiscal year following the year in which the 
property was acquired by the United States. 

Amount of and eligibility for payments.—Section 4 of the bill would amend 
various provisions in sections 3, 4, and 5 of the act of September 30, 1950, to 
continue with slight modification the provisions for payments on account of 
children who reside on Federal property with a parent employed’ on Federa! 
property, to limit substantially the provisions for payments on account of 
children whose parents reside or work on Federal property (but not both), 
to reduce the rate of payment per federally connected child, and to repeal pro- 
visions for payments on account of children of Federal contractors. These 
amendments are explained more fully below. 

Children whose parents reside and work on, or reside or work on, Federal 
property.—Subsection (a) of section 4 of the bill would continue without sub- 
stantive change the provisions of section 3 (c) (1) and (2) of the act of 
September 30, 1950, insofar as they apply to A category children, i. e., children 
who reside on Federal property with a parent employed on Federal property 
(or with a parent on active duty with the uniformed services). 

The new section 3 (c) (2) of the act, as added by the bill, would provide 
new formulas for payments on account of B category children—those who either 
reside on Federal property or reside with a parent employed on Federal prop- 
erty, but who do not reside on Federal property with a parent employed on 
Federal property (unless the school district elects to count its A category 
children as B category children). 

With respect to any number of B category children up to the number for 
which a school district received payment under section 3 (c) for the fiscal year 
1958, the school district in the 4 succeeding fiscal years, if otherwise eligible, 
would receive progressively smaller payments each year; thus, it would be 
entitled to receive payments equal to 40 percent of the number of such children 
in attendance during fiscal year 1959, times its 1958 local contribution rate, 
30 percent of the number during fiscal year 1960 times its 1958 rate, 20 percent 
and 10 percent for fiscal years 1961 and 1962 attendances of such children, and 
no payment in fiscal 1963. 

With respect to increases in B category children occurring during any of the 
5 fiscal years in the period July 1, 1958, to June 30, 1963, a school district, if 
otherwise eligible, could receive for the year in which the increase occurs a pay- 
ment equal to one-half its increase in B category children times its local con- 
tribution rate for such year; in the succeeding year it would be entitled to one- 
half this amount. However, it could receive no payment unless the number of 
B category children it had in attendance during the increase year also exceeded 
the number of such children it was entitled to receive payment for in fiscal 
1958 (if any), and unless the increased B children attendance exceeded both 
the preceding year’s B children attendance and its fiscal year 1958 B children 
attendance by 6 percent of its non-federally-connected attendance (i. e., all 
children in school attendance other than A or B category children) in the pre- 
ceding year. 

Eligibility conditions.—In order to qualify for any payment on either A or B 
eategory children under the amended act, a school district would still have to 
have enough such children in school attendance to meet the basic “3 percent” 
and “10 or more” eligibility conditions at section 3 (c) (2) of the act (redesig- 
nated section 3 (c) (3) by the draft bill). However, section 4 (b) of the bill 
would amend these provisions to permit the Commissioner in exceptional cir- 
cumstances to waive the “10 or more” eligibility condition as applied to A 
category children. Under the draft bill (as under existing law) he can waive 
the “3 percent” eligibility condition as applied to either A or B category 
children. 
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Section 4 (c) of the bill amends the special eligibility conditions set forth at 
section 3 (c) (3) of the act of September 30, 1950 (redesignated section 3 (c) 
(4) by the draft bill) which apply only to school districts having a school 
attendance during the fiscal year 1939 of over 35,000 children. The bill would 
restrict the application of the first of these special conditions (the 6 percent 
eligibility condition) to B category children only, and would restrict the second 
condition (the 3 percent absorption requirement) to B category children for 
which a school district seeks payments under section 3 (c) (2) (A) of the 
act as it would be amended by the bill. Thus, neither of these special conditions 
would apply to A category children, and the second (absorption requirement) 
would not apply to increases in B category children which may form the basis 
for payments under the new section 3 (c) (2) (B). 

Sections 4 (d), (e), and (f) of the bill merely make necessary changes in 
section references and dates in section 4 (c) (4) and (5) of the act of Septem- 
ber 30, 1950 (redesignated section 4 (c) (5) and (6) by the bill), and in sections 
3 (e) and 5 (c) of such act. 


Computation of local contribution rate 


Subsection (g) of section 4 of the bill would amend section 3 (d) of the 
law, which provides a method for determining the local contribution rate, by 
eliminating the national average per pupil local contribution rate as a minimum 
rate, and by substituting “generally comparable” for “most nearly comparable.” 
The latter is a technical amendment relating to the choice of the school districts 
the per pupil expenditures of which are to be used for purposes of determining 
the local contribution rate for the local educational agency concerned. 

Repeal of Federal-contractor category 

Subsection (h) of section 4 of the bill would repeal section 4 of the act of 
September 30, 1950, which provides for payments to certain school districts 
which experience substantial school attendance increases as a result (generally ) 
of the inmigration of children of persons who are employed by Federal con- 
tractors. 

Subsection (i) of section 4 of the bill makes necessary changes in section 
references in section 5 of the act of September 30, 1950. 

Definition of Federal property 

Subsection (a) of section 5 of the bill amends the definition of ‘Federal 
property” in section 9 (1) of the existing law by deleting the second sentence 
which specifically includes as Federal property real property owned by the 
United States, but leased from it, even though the leasehold interest is subject 
to State or local taxation. The provisions of the original law, however, which 
specifically included real property leased from the Secretary of the Army, Navy, 
or Air Force under section 805 of the National Housing Act (for purposes of 
title VIII of that act), would be reinstated. 

Subsection (b) of section 5 of the bill would delete the specific inclusion in 
Federal property of State or local airport schools providing flight training under 
contracts with the Air Force. 

Subsection (c) of section 5 of the bill would add to the types of property 
specifically excluded from this definition any property under the jurisdiction 
of the Post Office Department and used primarily for postal service and any 
property used primarily for the provision of benefits to local areas. 


Boulder Canyon project land 


Section 6 of the bill would repeal the provision of the Department’s 1954 
Appropriation Act which specifically included, as Federal property, land within 
the Boulder Canyon project reservation, and provided for the deduction, under 
section 3 (g) of the law, of any school taxes collected on any leasehold interest 
within the Boulder Canyon Union School District. 


Indian children 


Subsection (a) of section 7 of the bill would amend paragraph (2) of section 
9 of the existing law by deleting the second sentence thereof. This sentence 
now excludes from the definition of ‘child’ Indian children who are eligible for 
educational services under a capital grant by the United States or under the 
supervision of, or pursuant to, a contract or other arrangement with the Bureau 
of Indian Affairs. This subsection would also amend the third sentence of 
section 9 (1) of the existing law by making it inapplicable for purposes of 
section 6. This sentence specifically includes certain Indian lands in the defini- 
tion of Federal property. 
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Subsection (b) of section 7 would substitute for the present section 10 of the 
act, which permits each State to elect coverage of children residing on Indian 
reservations and other lands under Public Law 874, a provision which would 
render ineligible for Johnson-O’Malley Act payments for any fiscal year any 
local educational agency (except one that educates out-of-district Indian chil- 
dren who reside in Federal dormitories) which applies for and receives funds 
under Public Law 874 for such year. Thus, while the above-noted amendments 
with respect to Indian children would make Public Law 874 (except sec. 6) 
fully applicable to them if their parents reside and work on tax-exempt Indian 
lands in like manner as it applies in the case of all other children residing on 
tax-exempt Federal property with a parent employed thereon, the new section 10 
would render any school districts applying for and receiving payments under the 
amended Public Law 874 ineligible for Johnson-O’Malley payments. 


Short title 


Section 8 of the bill would give to the act of September 30, 1950, the short 
title of “School Operations Assistance in Federally Affected Areas Act.” 


Effective date 


Subsections (a) and (b) of section 9 of the bill provide effective dates for 
the amendments to the act of September 23, 1950, made by section 1 of the bill. 
Those amendments will apply in the case of applications filed after June 30, 
1958, with respect to an increase period including the regular school year 1959- 
60 or any subsequent school year. The provisions of the existing title IV, how- 
ever, will continue effective to the extent necessary to carry out agreements for 
assistance made prior to June 30, 1959, in accordance with the provisions of 
that title. 


Subsection (c) of section 9 provides that the amendments to the act of Sep- 


tember 30, 1950, made by sections 2 to 8, inclusive, of the bill are effective for 
the period beginning July 1, 1958. 


Short title-—Section 10 of the bill provides that it may be cited as the “School 
Assistance in Federally Affected Areas Amendments Act of 1958.” 





[S. 3828, 85th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Act providing financial assistance for local educational agencies in 
areas affected by Federal activities, with respect to certain percentage requirements for 


payments under such Act 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That (a) section 3 (c) (2) (B) of the Act 
entitled “An Act to provide financial assistance for local educational agencies 
in areas affected by Federal activities, and for other purposes”, approved 
September 30, 1950 (Public Law 874, Eighty-first Congress), is amended by in- 
serting before the period at the end thereof a comma and the following: “ex- 
cept that such 3 per centum requirement shall not apply for any fiscal year if 
such agency met such requirement and was entitled to payment under the pro- 
visions of this section for the preceding fiscal year”’. 
(b) Section 3 (c) (3) (A) of such Act is amended to read as follows: 
“(A) such agency’s percentage requirement for eligibility (as set forth 
in paragraph (2) of this subsection) shall be 6 per centum instead of 3 
per centum (and the provisions of the last sentence of such paragraph (2) 
relating to the authority of the Commissioner to waive such percentage 
requirement shall not apply) ; and”. 
Sec. 2, The amendments made by this Act shall be effective with respect to 
entitlements for fiscal years beginning after June 30, 1957. 





DEPARTMENTAL REPORTS 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 


Washington, D. C., June 25, 1958. 
Hon. Lister HILt, 


Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 
My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your letter of May 17, 1958, 


requesting the views of the Bureau of the Budget on S. 3823, a bill to amend 
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the act providing financial assistance for local educational agencies in areas 
affected by Federal activities, with respect to certain percentage requirements 
for payments under such act. 

This bill would provide for an automatic waiver of the 3-percent eligibility 
requirement under Public Law 874, 81st Congress, as amended, for applicants 
in smaller communities for any fiscal year, if the applicant school district had 
been eligible and entitled to assistance under section 3 for the preceding fiscal 
year. S. 3823 also would forbid any waiver of the 6-percent eligibility require- 
ment for applicant districts having more than 35,000 pupils in average daily 
attendance as of June 30, 1939. The law now forbids “lowering of the percent- 
age requirement” for these districts. 

The 3-percent eligibility requirement was established under the law as repre- 
senting a minimal or appreciable burden upon a local school district resulting 
from activities of the Federal Government. If the attendance of federally con- 
nected children is less than 3 percent of the total attendance of a school district 
in any year, it is considered that such a school district is not experiencing a 
burden large enough to justify Federal financial assistance. It is clear that any 
percentage requirement of this type results in some school districts barely quali- 
fying or not qualifying in any particular year. Such instances, however, should, 
in our opinion, be viewed 2s borderline cases and should not be the object of 
special consideration under the law. 

There is a provision in the law, under subsection 3 (f), which provides for 
finencial relief in cases where a school district has made reasonable prepara- 
tions to provide free public education for a certain number of federally con- 
nected children, but, contrary to proper anticipation, such number is substan- 
tially reduced because of a decrease in or cessation of Federal activities or 
the'r failure to occur. 

The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare in its report to you on 
S. 3823 points out that there are a number of reasons why a school district may 
meet the 3-percent eligibility requirement 1 year and fail to meet it the next 
year. 

When construction of a Federal project is completed, the federally connected 
enreil~ent of the school district decreases or ceases to exist. At the same time 
the total enrollment generally may also be expected to decrease, thereby reducing 
the financial requirements of the district. A similar situation occurs when a 
military base is closed or substantially deactivated, resulting in a Cecrease in 
the total school enrollment as well as in the federally connected enrollment. In 
both of these instances there appears to be no justification for continued Federal 
payments except to the extent that a school district may be qualified for com- 
pensation for preparations made, as provided by subsection 3 (f). 

A. shoo] district may also aqualifv 1 year but fail to qualify the next year 
when the number of non-Federal children increases more rapidly than the fed- 
erally connected children. This situation might continue over several years so 
that a 1-year continuation of assistance would not provide a solution for the 
school district’s difficulties which, in any event, are caused by enrollment in- 
creases for which the Federal Government is not responsible. 

For the reasons stated above, the Bureau of the Budget recommends against 
the enactment of S. 3823. As you know, the administration has made recom- 
mendations for the extension and amendment of both Public Law 874 and Public 
Law 815 (which provides construction aid to school districts in federally affected 
areas) We nrve favorable consideration of these recommendations, which are 
embodied in S. 3069. 

Sincerely yours, 
PHILLIP S. HUGHEs, 
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference. 





DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
Washington, D. C., June 25, 1958. 
Hon. Lister HIt1, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to your request of May 17, 1958, for 
a report on S. 3823, a bill to amend the act providing financial assistance for local 
educational agencies in areas affected by Federal activities, with respect to cer- 
tain percentage requirements for payments under such act. 








FEDERALLY IMPACTED AREAS 27 


S. 3823 would provide for an automatic waiver of the 3-percent eligibility 
requirement under Public Law 874 for applicants in smaller communities for any 
fiscal year, if the applicant school district had met the requirements for eligi- 
bility and was entitled to payment under section 3 for the preceding fiscal year. 
Second, it would forbid any waiver of the 6-percent eligibility requirement for 
applicants having more than 35,000 pupils in average daily attendance as of 
June 30, 1939. The law now forbids “lowering of the percentage requirement” 
for such applicants. This bill would be effective with respect to entitlements for 
fiscal years beginning after June 30, 1957. 

Federal financial assistance under Public Law 874 is previded for local school 
districts upon which the United. States has placed financial burdens by reason of 
the fact that they provide free public elementary and secondary education, on 
a nontuition basis, for certain minimum numbers of children who either reside on 
Federal property or reside with a parent employed on Federal property or both, 
or who constitute a sudden and substantial increase in school attendance as 
a direct result of Federal activities carried on directly or through a contractor. 
Congress determined in enacting Public Law 874 that unless the number of fed- 
erally connected children in a school district equaled 3 percent of its total average 
daily attendance in any year the federally caused financial burden was not suffi- 
cient to justify the payment of Federal assistance to help provide free public 
education. Hence, the 3-percent eligibility requirement was fixed as a measure 
of minimal or appreciable burden, and a school district was to be eligible for 
entitlement for payment according to the formulas provided in the law for the 
number of federally connected children if that number reached or exceeded that 
percentage requirement. It is obvious that in fixing any such minimal percent- 
age eligibility requirement, there will be a number of school districts with 
federally connected children which may barely qualify in 1 year or barely 
fail to qualify in another by reason either of changes in the base on which the 
3 percent is computed or in the number of federally connected children. 

The school districts which fail to qualify under the 3 percent eligibility re- 
quirement in 1 year after qualifying in the preceding year often are borderline 
eases which had a minimal Federal impact in any case. There appears to be 
no special justification in such situations for the extra year’s Federal assistance 
proposed in this bill. Of the 2,521 eligible applicants in fiscal year 1954, there 
were 112 or 4.4 percent which either were not applicants or were not eligible 
for entitlement in 1955; and of 2,861 eligible applicants in 1956, there were 229 
or 8 percent that either were not applicants or were not eligible for entitlement 
in 1957. In a substantial proportion of these situations the failure to renew 
the application or the ineligibility of the district in the succeeding year may be 
attributed to failure to meet the 3 percent eligibility requirement. 

When the numbers of non-Federal children in a federally affected community 
that has been eligible for assistance under Public Law 874 increases at a more 
rapid rate than the federally connected children, the school district may fail 
to meet the 3 percent eligibility requirement even though the financial burden 
in providing educational services for the federally connected continues or in- 
creases. The question to be considered in such cases is whether to grant tempo- 
rary relief by waiver of the 3 percent eligibility requirement for 1 year or to 
reconsider either percentage eligibility or some other measure of financial burden 
or both. The district which fails to qualify because of substantial increase in 
non-Federal children accompanied by a small increase or no increase at all in 
federally connected children is usually in very difficult circumstances each year 
as the increase continues. It is apparent that continuation of Federal pay- 
ments cannot be justified on the basis of any Federal responsibility for the in- 
creased school enrollments. Furthermore, this type of situation would not be 
helped materially by a continuation for 1 year only of the Federal payment. 

There is a provision in the law, under subsection 3 (f), authorizing financial 
relief for an applicant that experiences a sudden reduction or cessation of Fed- 
eral activities or their failure to occur when they have been properly anticipated 
and preparations have been made to provide free public education during a fiscal 
year for a certain number of eligible federally connected children. It is pre- 
sumed that an applicant school district can make the necessary adjustments in 
its expenditures within the school year for which the payments would be received 
under subsection 3 (f) when a reduction or cessation of Federal activities occurs 
as provided in the law. 

In most instances a school district is eligible under Public Law 874 because 
of the residence of children or employment of their parents, or both, on Federal 


27907—58——3 











28 FEDERALLY IMPACTED AREAS 


property. Such residence or employment may be incidental to the construction 
of a major Federal project and may cease or be greatly reduced when that 
project is completed. There would seem to be no justification for making a school 
district eligible for an additional year after the children of such construction 
workers have left, except for compensation for preparations made as provided 
under subsection 3 (f). A similar situation may arise when a military instal- 
lation is closed or substantially deactivated for military reasons and the military 
personnel are transferred elsewhere. In these cases, although the eligibility of 
the school district may cease, there is likely to be a decrease both in the total 
enrollment and in the budgetary requirements so that the school district thus 
becoming ineligible would have no urgent need for further assistance. 

Hence, since the chief cause of ineligibility of former applicants, other than 
growth in the non-Federal attendance, is a curtailment of residence or employ- 
ment on Federal property or of employment resulting directly from Federal 
activities, it seems not to be consistent Federal policy to continue the entitle- 
ment of a school district after the Federal activities or the residence or employ- 
ment on Federal property have ceased or have been curtailed to such an extent 
as to make the applicant ineligible. 

As you know, the Administration made certain recommendations for the ex- 
tension of these laws to June 30, 1963, and for their amendment. These recom- 
mendations were included in a draft bill transmitted to the Senate in our letter 
of January 17, 1958, which set forth the reasoning supporting the recommenda- 
tions. The administration’s proposals were introduced as S. 3069. 

For the reasons indicated in our letter of January 17, 1958, and for the reasons 
stated above, this Department would recommend against the enactment of 
S. 3823 and would recommend that favorable consideration be given to 8S. 3069. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it perceives no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
Ex.iot L. RICHARDSON, 
Assistant Secretary. 


{H. R. 11378, 85th Cong., 2d sess.] 


AN ACT To amend Public Laws 815 and 874, Eighty-first Congress, to make permanent 
the programs providing financial assistance in the construction and operation of schools 
in areas affected by Federal activities, insofar as such programs relate to children of 
persons who reside and work on Federal property, to extend such programs until June 30, 
1961, insofar as such programs relate to other children, and to make certain other 
changes in such laws 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 

of America in Congress assembled, 


TITLE I—AMENDMENT OF PUBLIC LAW 815, EIGHTY-FIRST CONGRESS 


Sec. 101. The Act of September 23, 1950 (Public Law 815, Eighty-first Con- 
gress), as amended, is amended to read as follows: 


“PURPOSE AND APPROPRIATION 


“Section 1. The purpose of this Act is to provide assistance for the construction 
of urgently needed minimum school facilities in school districts which have 
had substantial increases in school membership as a result of new or increased 
Federal activities. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1959, and each fiscal year thereafter, such sums as the Con- 
gress may determine to be necessary for such purpose. Sums so appropriated, 
other than sums appropriated for administration, shall remain available until 
expended. 

“PORTION OF APPROPRIATIONS AVAILABLE FOR PAYMENTS 


“Sec. 2. For each fiscal year the Commissioner shall determine the portion 
of the funds appropriated pursuant to section 1 which shall be availabie for 
earrying out the provisions of sections 9 and 10. The remainder of such funds 
shall be available for paying to local educational agencies the Federal share of 
the cost of projects for the construction of school facilities for which applications 
have been approved under section 6. 
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“ESTABLISHMENT OF PRIORITIES 


“Seo. 3. The Commissioner shall from time to time set dates by which applica- 
tions for payments under this Act with respect to construction projects must 
be filed, except that the last such date with respect to applications for payments 
on account of children referred to in paragraphs (2) or (8) of section 5 (a) 
shall be not later than June 30, 1961. The Commissioner shall by regulation 
prescribe an order of priority, based on relative urgency of need, to be followed 
in approving applications in the event the funds appropriated under this Act 
and remaining available on any such date for payment to local educational agen- 
cies are less than the Federal share of the cost of the projects with respect 
to which applications have been filed prior to such date (and for which funds 
under this Act have not already been obligated). Only applications meeting 
the conditions for approval under this Act (other than section 6 (b) (2) (C)) 
shall be considered applications for purposes of the preceding sentence. 


“FEDERAL SHARE FOR ANY PROJECT 


“Sec. 4. Subject to section 5 (which imposes limitations on the total of the 
payments which may be made to any local educational agency), the Federal 
share of the cost of a project under this Act shall be equal to such cost, but in 
no case to exceed the cost, in the school district of the applicant, of constructing 
minimum school facilities, and in no case to exceed the cost in such district of 
constructing minimum school facilities for the estimated number of children 
who will be in the membership of the schools of such agency at the close of the 
increase period and who will otherwise be without such facilities at such time. 
For the purposes of the preceding sentence, the number of such children who 
will otherwise be without such facilities at such time shall be determined by 
reference to those facilities which (1) are built or under contract as of the 
date on which the Commissioner set, under section 3, the earliest date on or 
before which the application for such project was filed, or (2) as of the date 
the application for such project is approved, are included in a project the appli- 
cation for which has been approved under this Act. 


“LIMITATION ON TOTAL PAYMENTS TO ANY LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY 
“Sec. 5. (a) Subject to the limitations in subsections (c) and (d), the total 
of the payments to a local educational agency under this Act may not exceed 
the sum of the following: 

“(1) the estimated increase, since the base year, in the number of chil- 
dren residing on Federal property with a parent employed on Federal prop- 
erty (situated in whole or in part in the same State as the school district 
of such agency or within reasonable commuting distance from such school 
district), multiplied by 95 per centum of the average per pupil cost of con- 
structing minimum school facilities in the State in which the school district 
of such agency is situated; and 

““(2) the estimated increase, since the base year, in the number of chil- 
dren residing on Federal property, or residing with a parent employed on 
Federal property (situated in whole or in part in the same State as the 
school district of such agency or within reasonable commuting distance from 
such school district), multiplied by 50 per centum of the average per pupil 
cost of constructing minimum school facilities in the State in which the 
school district of such agency is situated. A child of a parent who com- 
menced residing in or near the school district of such an agency while 
assigned to employment, as a member of the Armed Forces on active duty, 
on Federal property (situated in whole or in part in the same State as the 
school district of such agency or within reasonable commuting distance 
from such school district) and who was subsequently assigned elsewhere 
on active duty as a member of the Armed Forces, shall continue to be con- 
sidered as residing with a parent employed on such Federal property, for 
purposes of this paragraph and paragraph (1) of this subsection, for so 
long as the parent is so assigned: and 

“(3) the estimated increase, since the base year, in the number of children 
whose membership results directly from activities of the United States 
(carried on either directly or through a contractor), multiplied by 45 per 
centum of the average per pupil cost of constructing minimum school facili- 
ties in the State in which the school district of such agency is situated. For 
purposes of this paragraph, the Commissioner shall not consider as activities 
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of the United States those activities which are carried on in connection with 
real property excluded from the definition of Federal property by the last 
sentence of paragraph (1) of section 15, but shall (if the local educational 
agency so elects pursuant to subsection (b)) consider as children whose 
membership results directly from activities of the United States children 
residing on Federal property or residing with a parent employed on Federal 
property. 
In computing for any local educational agency the number of children in an 
increase under paragraph (1), (2), or (3), the estimated number of children 
described in such paragraph who will be in the membership of the schools of 
such agency at the close of the increase period shall be compared with the esti- 
mated number of such children in the average daily membership of the schools 
of such agency during the base year. 

“(b) If two or more of the paragraphs of subsection (a) apply to a child, the 
local educational agency shall elect which of such paragraphs shall apply to 
such child, except that, notwithstanding the election of a local educational 
agency to have paragraph (2) apply to a child instead of paragraph (1), the 
determination of the maximum amount for such agency under subsection (a) 
shall be made without regard to such election. 

“(c) A local educational agency shall not be eligible to have any amount 
included in its maximum by reason of paragraph (1), (2), or (3) of subsection 
(a) unless the increase in children referred to in such paragraph, prior to the 
application of the limitation in subsection (d), is at least twenty and is equal 
to at least 5 per centum in the case of paragraph (1) or (2), and 10 per centum 
in the case of paragraph (3), of the number of all children who were in the 
average daily membership of the schools of such agency during the base year, 
and unless, in the case of paragraph (3), the construction of additional minimum 
school facilities for the number of children in such increase will, in the judgment 
of the Commissioner, impose an undue financial burden on the taxing and bor- 
rowing authority of such agency: Provided, That children residing on any 
housing property which, prior to sale or transfer by the United States, was con- 
sidered to be Federal property for the purposes of this Act, shall not be con- 
sidered as having been federally connected in determining the eligibility of the 
local educational agency under this subsection. 

“(d) If (1) the estimated number of nonfederally connected children who 
will be in the membership of the schools of a local educational agency at the 
close of the increase period is less than (2) 107 per centum of the number of 
such children who were in the average daily membership of such agency during 
the base year, the total number of children counted for purposes of subsection 
(a) with respect to such agency shall be reduced by the difference between (1) 
and (2) hereof. For purposes of this subsection, all children in the membership 
of a local educational agency shall be counted as nonfederally connected children 
except children whose membership in the base year and increase period was 
compared in computing an increase which meets the requirements of subsec- 
tion (c). 

“(e) Notwithstanding the provisions of subsections (c) and (d) of this sec- 
tion, whenever and to the extent that, in his judgment, exceptional circumstances 
exist which make such action necessary to avoid inequity and avoid defeating 
the purposes of this Act, the Commissioner may do any one or more of the 
following: (1) he may waive or reduce any percentage requirement or require- 
ments in subsection (c); (2) he may waive the requirement contained in the 
first sentence of subsection (d) or reduce the percentage specified in clause 
(2) of such sentence. 

“(f) If— 

“(1) the first year of the increase period for an application made by a 
local educational agency constitutes the second year of the increase period 
for a previous application made by such agency under this Act, or under 
this Act as in effect January 1, 1958, and 

“(2) any payment has been or may be made to such agency on the basis 
of such previous application, 

then, in determining under this section the total of the payments which may 
be made to such agency on the basis of the later application, the total number 
of children counted for purposes of paragraph (1), (2), or (3), as the case 
may be, of subsection (a) may not exceed— 

“(3) the number of children whose membership at the close of the in- 
crease period for the later application is compared with membership in 
the base year for purposes of such paragraphs, minus 
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“(4) the number of such children whose membership at the close of the 
increase period for the previous application was compared with membership 
in the base year for purposes of such paragraph. 


“APPLICATIONS 


“Sec. 6. (a) No payment may be made to any local educational agency under 
this Act except upon application therefor which is submitted through the appro- 
priate State educational agency and is filed with the Commissioner in accord- 
ance with regulations prescribed by him. 

“(b) (1) Each application by a local educational agency shall set forth the 
project for the construction of school facilities for such agency with respect to 
which it is filed, and shall contain or be supported by— 

“(A) a description of the project and the site therefor, preliminary draw- 
ings of the school facilities to be constructed thereon, and such other informa- 
tion relating to the project as may reasonably be required by the 
Commissioner ; 

“(B) assurance that such agency has or will have title to the site, or 
the right to construct upon such site school facilities as specified in the 
application and to maintain such school facilities on such site for a period of 
not less than twenty years after the completion of the construction ; 

“(C) assurance that such agency has legal authority to undertake the 
construction of the project and to finance any non-Federal share of the cost 
thereof as proposed, and assurance that adequate funds to defray any such 
non-Federal share will be available when needed ; 

“(D) assurance that such agency will cause work on the project to be 
commenced within a reasonable time and prosecuted to completion with 
reasonable diligence ; 

“(BE) assurance that the rates of pay for laborers and mechanics engaged 
in the construction will be not less than the prevailing local wage rates for 
similar work as determined in accordance with Public Law Numbered 403 
of the Seventy-fourth Congress, approved August 30, 1935, as amended ; 

“(F) assurance that the school facilities of such agency will be available 
to the children for whose education contributions are provided in this Act 
on the same terms, in accordance with the laws of the State in which the 
school district of such agency is situated, as they are available to other 
children in such school district ; and 

“(G) assurance that such agency will from time to time prior to the 
completion of the project submit such reports relating to the project as the 
Commissioner may reasonably require. 

“(2) The Commissioner shall approve any application if he finds (A) that the 
requirements of paragraph (1) have been met and that approval of the project 
would not result in payments in excess of those permitted by sections 4 and 5, 
(B) after consultation with the State and local educational agencies, that the 
project is not inconsistent with overall State plans for the construction of school 
facilities, and (C) that there are sufficient Federal funds available to pay the 
Federal share of the cost of such project and of all other projects for which 
Federal funds have not already been obligated and applications for which, under 
section 3, have a higher priority: Provided, That the Commissioner may approve 
any application for payments under this Act at any time after it is filed and 
before any priority is established with respect thereto under section 3 if he 
determines that— 

“(i) on the basis of information in his possession, it is likely that the 
urgency of the need of the local educational agency is such that it would 
have a priority under section 3 which would qualify it for payments under 
this Act when such priorities are established, and 

“(ii) the number of children in the increase under section 5 (a) is in 
large measure attributable to children who reside or will reside in housing 
newly constructed on Federal property 

“(c) No application under this Act shall be disapproved in whole or in part 
until the Commissioner of Education has afforded the local educational ageney 
reasonable notice and opportunity for hearing. 


“PAYMENTS 


“Sec. 7. (a) Upon approving the application of any local educational agency 
under section 6, the Commissioner of Education shall pay to such agency an 
amount equal to 10 per centum of the Federal share of the cost of the project. 
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After final drawings and specifications have been approved by the Commissioner 
of Education and the construction contract has been entered into, the Commis- 
sioner shall, in accordance with regulations prescribed by him and at such times 
and in such installments as may be reasonable, pay to such agency the remainder 
of the Federal share of the cost of the project. 

“(b) Any funds paid to a local educational agency under this Act and not 
expended for the purposes for which paid shall be repaid to the Treasury of the 
United States. 


“ADDITIONAL PAYMENTS 


“Sec. 8. Not to exceed 10 per centum of the sums appropriated pursuant to 
this Act for any fiscal year (exclusive of any sums appropriated for administra- 
tion) may be used by the Commissioner, under regulations prescribed by him, 
to make grants to local educational agencies where (1) the application of such 
agencies would be approved under this Act but for the agencies’ inability, unless 
aided by such grants, to finance the non-Federal share of the cost of the projects 
set forth in their applications, or (2) although the applications of such agencies 
have been approved, the projects covered by such applications could not, without 
such grants, be completed, because of flood, fire, or similar emergency affecting 
either the work on the projects or the agencies’ ability to finance the non-Federal 
share of the cost of the projects. Such grants shall be in addition to the pay- 
ments otherwise provided under this Act, shall be made to those local educational 
agencies whose need for additional aid is the most urgent and acute, and insofar 
as practicable shall be made in the same manner and upon the same terms and 
conditions as such other payments. 


“WHERE EFFECT OF FEDERAL ACTIVITIES WILL BE TEMPORARY 


“Sec. 9. Notwithstanding the preceding provisions of this Act, whenever the 
Commissioner determines that the membership of some or all of the children, 
who may be included in computing under section 5 the maximum on the total 
of the payments for any local educational agency, will be of temporary duration 
only, such membership shall not be included in computing such maximum. 
Instead, the Commissioner may make available to such agency such temporary 
school facilities as may be necessary to take care of such membership: or he 
may, where the local educational agency gives assurance that at least minimum 
school facilities will be provided for such children, pay (on such terms and condi- 
tions as he deems appropriate to carry out the purposes of this Act) to such 
agency for use in constructing school facilities an amount equal to the amount 
which he estimates would be necessary to make available such temporary fa- 
cilities. In no case, however, may the amount so paid exceed the cost, in the 
school district of such agency, of constructing minimum school facilities for 
such children. The Commissioner may transfer to such agency or its successor 
all the right, title, and interest of the United States in and to any temporary 
facilities made available to such agency under this section (or section 309 of 
this Act as in effect January 1, 1958) : any such transfer shall be without charge, 
but may be made on such other terms and conditions, and at such time as the 
Commissioner deems appropriate to carry out the purposes of this Act. 


“CHILDREN FOR WHOM LOCAL AGENCIES ARE UNABLE TO PROVIDE EDUCATION 


“Sec. 10. In the case of children who it is estimated by the Commissioner in 
any fiscal year will reside on Federal property at the end of the next fiscal 
year— 

“(1) if no tax revenues of the State or any political subdivision thereof 

may be expended for the free public education of such children; or 
“(2) if it is the judgment of the Commissioner, after he has consulted 
with the appropriate State educational agency, that no local educational 
agency is able to provide snitable free public education for such children, 
the Commissioner shall make arrangements for constructing or otherwise pro- 
viding the minimum school facilities necessary for the education of such chil- 
dren. To the maximum extent practicable school facilities provided under this 
section shall be comparable to minimum school facilities provided for children 
in comparable communities in the State. This section shall not apply (A) to 
children who reside on Federal property under the control of the Atomic Energy 
Commission and (B) to Indian children attending federally operated Indian 
schools. Whenever it is necessary for the Commissioner to provide school fa- 
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cilities for children residing on Federal property under this section, the mem- 
bership of such children may not be included in computing under section 5 the 
maximum on the total of the payments for any local educational agency. 


“WITHHOLDING OF PAYMENTS 


“Sec. 11. (a) Whenever the Commissioner of Education, after reasonable 
notice and opportunity for hearing to a local educational agency, finds (1) that 
there is a substantial failure to comply with the drawings and specifications 
for the project, (2) that any funds paid to a local educational agency under this 
Act have been diverted from the purposes for which paid, or (3) that any 
assurance given in an application is not being or cannot be carried out, the 
Commissioner may forthwith notify such agency that no further payment will 
be made under this Act with respect to such agency until there is no longer any 
failure to comply or the diversion or default has been corrected or, if compliance 
or correction is impossible, until such agency repays or arranges for the repay- 
ment of Federal moneys which have been diverted or improperly expended. 

“(b) The final refusal of the Commissioner to approve part or all of any 
application under this Act, and the Commissioner’s final action under subsection 
(a) of this section, shall be subject to judicial review on the record, in the 
United States court of appeals for the circuit in which the local educational 
agency is located, in accordance with the provisions of the Administrative 
Procedure Act. 

“ADMINISTRATION 


“Sec. 12. (a) In the administration of this Act, no department, agency, officer, 
or employee of the United States shall exercise any direction, supervision, or 
control over the personnel, curriculum, or program of instruction of any school 
or school system of any local or State educational agency. ‘ 

“(b) The Commissioner of Education shall administer this Act, and he may 
make such regulations and perform such other functions as he finds necessary 
to carry out the provisions of this Act. 

“(c) The Commissioner shall include in his annual report to the Congress a 
full report of the administration of his functions under this Act, including a 
detailed statement of receipts and disbursements. 

“(d) With respect to compliance with and enforcement of the prevailing 
wage provisions of section 6 (b) (1) (BE), the Secretary of Labor shall prescribe 
appropriate standards, regulations, and procedures, which shall be observed by 
the agencies administering such provisions, and shall cause to be made by the 
Department of Labor such investigations as he deems desirable. 


“USE OF OTHER FEDERAL AGENCIES ; TRANSFER AND AVAILABILITY OF APPROPRIATIONS 


“Seo. 13. (a) The Commissioner may delegate to any officer or employee of 
the Office of Education any of his functions under this Act, except the making 
of regulations. In carrying out his functions under this Act, the Commissioner 
of Education may also utilize the facilities and services of any other Federal 
department or agency and may delegate the performance of any of his functions, 
except the making of regulations, to any officer or employee of any other Federal 
department or agency. The Commissioner of Education shall exercise the 
authority contained in the preceding sentence whenever such exercise will avoid 
the creation within the Office of Education of a staff and facilities which dupli- 
cate existing available staffs and facilities. Any such utilization or delegation 
shall be pursuant to proper agreement with the Federal department or agency 
concerned ; and payment to cover the cost thereof shall be made either in advance 
or by way of reimbursement, as may be provided in such agreement. Any 
delegation of functions or authority authorized under this section will not relieve 
the Commissioner of the responsibility placed on him by this Act. 

“(b) All Federal departments or agencies administering Federal property 
on which children reside, and all such departments or agencies principally re- 
sponsible for Federal activities which may give rise to a need for the construction 
of school facilities, shall to the maximum extent practicable, comply with requests 
of the Commissioner for information he may require in carrying out the purposes 
of this Act. 

“(ce) No appropriation to any department or agency of the United States, 
other than an appropriation to carry out this Act, shall be available for the same 
purpose as this Act; except that nothing in this subsection shall affect the 
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availability of appropriations authorized, prior to September 23, 1950, for the 
construction of school facilities to be attended by Indian children or appro- 
priations (1) for the construction of school facilities on Federal property under 
the control of the Atomic Energy Commission, (2) for the construction of school 
facilities which are to be federally operated for Indian children, or (3) for 
the construction of school facilities under the Alaska Public Works Act, approved 
August 24, 1949. 


“SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION ASSISTANCE IN OTHER FEDERALLY-AFFECTED AREAS 


“Sec. 14. (a) If the Commissioner determines with respect to any local edu- 
cational agency that— 

“(1) such agency is providing or, upon completion of the school facilities 
for which provision is made herein, will provide free public education for 
children who reside on Federal property, and whose membership in the 
schools of such agency has not formed and will not form the basis for pay- 
ments under other provisions of this Act, and that the total number of such 
children represents a substantial percentage of the total number of children 
for whom such agency provides free public education or that the total 
number of such children who reside on Indian lands located outside the 
school district of such agency equals or exceeds 100; 

“(2) the immunity of such Federal property to taxation by such agency 
has created a substantial and continuing impairment of its ability to finance 
needed school facilities ; 

“(3) such agency is making a reasonable tax effort and is exercising due 
diligence in availing itself of State and other financial assistance available 
for the purpose; and 

“(4) such agency does not have sufficient funds available to it from other 
Federal, State, and local sources to provide the minimum school facilities 
required for free public education in its school district, 

he may .provide the additional assistance necessary to enable such agency to 
provide such facilities, upon such terms and in such amounts (subject to the 
provisions of this section) as the Commissioner may consider to be in the public 
interest: but such additional assistance may not exceed the portion of the cost 
of such facilities which the Commissioner estimates is attributable to children 
who reside on Federal pronerty, and which has not been, and is not to be, recov- 
ered by the local educational agency from other sources, including payments 
by the United States under any other provisions of this Act or any other law. 
Notwithstanding the provisions of this subsection, the Commissioner may waive 
the percentage requirement in paragraph (1) in the case of any application 
for additional assistance on account of children who reside on Indian lands 
whenever, in his judgment, exceptional circumstances exist which make such 
action necessary to avoid inequity and avoid defeating the purposes of this 
section. Assistance may be furnished under this subsection without regard to 
paragraph (2) (but subiect to the other provisions of this subsection and sub- 
section (c)) to any local educational agency which provides free public educa- 
tion for children who reside on Indian lands located outside its school district 
For purposes of this subsection ‘Indian lands’ means Indian reservations or 
other real property referred to in the third sentence of section 15 (1). 

“(b) There are hereby authorized to be appropriated for each fiscal year 
ending prior to July 1, 1961, such sums, not to exceed $40,000.000 in the aggregate, 
as may be necessary to carry out the provisions of this section. There are also 
authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be necessary for administration 
of such provisions. Amounts so appropriated, other than amounts appropriated 
for administration, shall remain available until exnended, except that after 
June 30. 1961, no agreement may he made to extend assistance under this section. 

“(c) No payment may be made to any local educational agency under sub- 
section (a) except unon application therefor which is submitted through the 
appropriate State educational agency and is filed with the Commissioner in 
accordance with revulations prescribed by him. and which meets the require- 
ments of section 6 (b) (1). In determining the order in which such applications 
shall be approved, the Commissioner shall consider the relative educational and 
financial needs of the local educational agencies which have submitted approvable 
applications and the nsture and extent of the Federal responsibility. No nay- 
ment may be made unéer subsection (a) unless the Commissioner finds. after 
consultation with the State and local educational agencies, that the project or 
projects with respect to which it is made are not inconsistent with over-all State 
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plans for the construction of school facilities. All determinations made by the 
Commissioner under this section shall be made only after consultation with the 
appropriate State educational agency and the local educational agency. 

“(d) Amounts paid by the Commissioner to local educational agencies under 
subsection (a) may be paid in advance of, or by way of reimbursement for, 
work performed or purchases made pursuant to the agreement with the Com- 
missioner under this section, and may be paid in such installments as the Com- 
missioner may determine. Any funds paid to a local educational agency and 
not expended or otherwise used for the purposes for which paid shall be repaid 
to the Treasury of the United States. 

“(e) None of the provisions of sections 1 to 10, both inclusive, other than 
section 6 (b) (1), shall apply with respect to determinations made under this 
section. 


“DEFINITIONS 


“Sec. 15. For the purposes of this Act— 

“(1) The term ‘Federal property’ means real property which is owned by the 
United States or is leased by the United States, and which is not subject to 
taxation by any State or any political subdivision of a State or by the District 
of Columbia. Such term includes real property which is owned by the United 
States and leased therefrom and the improvements thereon, even though the 
lessee’s interest, or any improvement on such property, is subject to taxation by 
a State or a political subdivision of a State or by the District of Columbia. 
Except for the purposes of section 10, such term also includes (A) real property 
held in trust by the United States for individual Indians or Indian tribes, and 
real property held by individual Indians or Indian tribes which is subject to 
restrictions on alienation imposed by the United States, and (B) any school 
which is providing flight training to members of the Air Force under contractual 
arrangements with the Department of the Air Force at an airport which is owned 
by a State or a political subdivision of a State. Notwithstanding the foregoing 
provisions of this paragraph, such term does not include (A) any real property 
used by the United States primarily for the provision of services or benefits to 
the local area in which such property is situated, (B) any real property used 
for a labor supply center, labor home, or labor camp for migratory farm workers, 
(C) any real property under the jurisdiction of the Post Office Department and 
used primarily for the provision of postal services, or (D) any low-rent housing 
project held under title II of the National Industrial Recovery Act, the Emer- 
gency Relief Appropristion Act of 1935, the United States Housing Act of 1937, 
the Act of June 28, 1940 (Public Law 671), Seventy-sixth Congress), or any law 
amendatory of or supplementary to any of such Acts. 

“(2) The term ‘child’ means any child who is within the age limits for which 
the applicable State provides free public education. 

“(3) The term ‘parent’ includes a legal guardian or other person standing in 
loco parentis. 

“(4) The term ‘free public education’ means education which is provided at 
public expense, under public supervision and direction, and without tuition 
charge, and which is provided as elementary or secondary school education in 
the applicable State. 

(5) The membership of schools shall be determined in accordance with State 
law or, in the absence of State law governing such a determination, in accord- 
ance with regulations of the Commissioner; except that, notwithstanding any 
other provision of this Act, where the local educational agency of the school dis- 
trict in which any child resides makes or contracts to make a tuition payment 
for the free public education of such child in a school situated in another school 
district, for purposes of this Act the membership of such child, shall be held 
and considered— 

“(A) if the two local educational agencies concerned so agree, and if 
such agreement is approved by the Commissioner, as membership of a school 
of the local educational agency receiving such tuition payment; 

“(B) in the absence of any such approved agreement, as membership of 
a school of the local educational agency so making or contracting to make 
such tuition payment. 

In any determination of membership of schools, children who are not provided 
free public education (as defined in paragraph (4)) shall not be counted. 

*“(6) The average per pupil cost of constructing minimum school facilities in 
the State in which the school district of a local educational agency is situated 
shall be determined by the Commissioner of Education on the basis of the contract 
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cost per square foot under contracts for the construction of school facilities 
(exclusive of costs of site improvements, equipment, and architectural, engineer- 
ing, and legal fees) entered into in the State for the base year designated in the 
application, increased by a percentage estimated by the Commissioner to repre- 
sent additional costs for site improvements, equipment, and architectural, engi- 
neering, and legal fees, and multiplied by a factor estimated by the Commissioner 
to represent the area needed per pupil in minimum school facilities. If the Com- 
missioner finds that the information available for the State concerned for such 
preceding fiscal year is inadequate or not sufficiently representative, he shall 
determine such cost on the basis of such information as he has available and after 
consultation with the State educational agency. The cost of constructing mini- 
mum school facilities in the school district of a local educational agency shall be 
determined by the Commissioner, after consultation with the State and local 
educational agencies, on the basis of such information as may be contained in 
the application of such local educational agency and such other information as 
he may obtain. 

“(7) Estimates of membership, and all other determinations with respect to 
eligibility and maximum amount of payment, shall be made as of the time of the 
approval of the application for which made, and shall be made on the basis of 
the best information available at the time of such approval. 

“(8) The terms ‘construct’, ‘constructing’, and ‘construction’ include the prep- 
aration of drawings and specifications for school facilities; erecting, building, 
acquiring, altering, remodeling, improving, or extending school facilities ; and the 
inspection and supervision of the construction of school facilities. 

“(9) The term ‘school facilities’ includes classrooms and related facilities ; and 
initial equipment, machinery, and utilities necessary or appropriate for school 
purposes. Such term does not include athletic stadiums, or structures or facilities 
intended primarily for athletic exhibitions, contests, or games or other events 
for which admission is to be charged to the general public. Except as used in 
sections 9 and 10, such term does not include interests in land and off-site im- 
provements. 

(10) Whether or not school facilities are minimum school facilities shall be 
determined by the Commissioner, after consultation with the State and local 
educational agencies, in accordance with regulations prescribed by him. 

“(11) The term ‘local educational agency’ means a board of education or other 
legally constituted local school authority having administrative control and direc- 
tion of free public education in a county, township, independent, or other school 
district located within a State. Such term ineludes any State agency which di- 
rectly operates and maintains facilities for providing free public education or 
which has responsibility for the provision of such facilities. 

“(12) The term ‘State educational agency’ means the officer or agency pri- 
marily responsible for the State supervision of public elementary and secondary 
schools. 

“(13) The term ‘State’ means a State, Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, Guam, 
the Virgin Islands, or Wake Island. 

“(14) The terms ‘Commissioner of Education’ and ‘Commissioner’ mean the 
United States Commissioner of Education. 

“(15) The term ‘base year’ means the regular school year preceding the 
fiscal year in which an application was filed under this Act or the regular school 
year preceding such school year, as may be designated in the application, except 
that in the case of an application based on children referred to in paragraph 
(2) or (38) of section 5 (a), the base year shall in no event be later than the 
regular school year 1958-1959 ; and 

“(16) The term ‘increase period’ means the period of two consecutive regu- 
lar school years immediately following such base year.” 

Sec. 102. The amendment made by section 101 shall be effective for the period 
beginning July 1, 1958, except that such amendment shall not apply in the deter- 
mination of payments on applications based on the increase period ending with 
the regular school year 1958-1959, or any prior regular school year. 


TITLE II—AMENDMENTS TO PUBLIC LAW 874, EIGHTY-FIRST 
CONGRESS 


Sec. 201. (a) Section 2 (a) of the Act of September 30, 1950 (Public Law 
874, Bighty-first Congress), as amended, is amended by striking out “the fiscal 
year beginning July 1, 1950, or for any of the seven succeeding fiscal years” and 
inserting in lieu thereof the following: “any fiscal year ending prior to July 1, 
1961”. 
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(b) Paragraph (1) of section 2 (b) of such Act is amended by inserting 
before the period at the end thereof the following: “, but shall not include pay- 
ments pursuant to contract or other arrangement under section 1 of the Act 
of April 16, 1934, commonly referred to as the Johnson-O’Malley Act (25 U. 8. C., 
sec. 452)”. 

Sec. 202. (a) Section 3 (a) of such Act is amended by striking out “ending 
prior to July 1, 1958”. 

(b) Section 3 (b) of such Act is amended— 

(1) by striking out “For such purpose” and inserting in lieu thereof the fol- 
lowing: “For the purpose of computing the amount to which a local educational 
agency is entitled under this section for any fiscal year ending prior to July 1, 
1961” ; 

(2) by inserting after “the number of children” the following: “(other than 
children to whom subsection (a) applies)”; and 

(3) by striking out the last sentence thereof. 

(c) Section 3 (c) of such Act is amended— 

(1) by striking out “ending prior to July 1, 1958,” where it appears in 
paragraph (1) ; 

(2) by adding after the end of clause (B) of paragraph (2) thereof the 
following: 

“For the purposes of this paragraph and paragraph (3), a local educational 
agency may count as children determined under subsection (b) any number of 
children determined under subsection (a). : 

(3) by striking out “June 30, 1939” where it appears in paragraph (3) and 
inserting in lieu thereof “June 30, 1957”; 

(4) by striking out all of paragraph (3) which appears after ‘exceeded 
85,000” and inserting in lieu thereof the following: “, such agency’s percentage 
requirements for eligibility (as set forth in paragraph (2) of this subsection) 
shall be 6 per centum instead of 3 per centum (and those provisions of such 
paragraph (2) which relate to the lowering of the percentage requirement shall 
not apply: Provided, That this paragraph shall not apply to any agency or 
consolidated agencies which have qualified for payments under this Act before 
the date of enactment of this proviso, by virtue of having less than thirty-five 
thousand average daily attendance during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939.” ; 

(5) by striking out “ending prior to July 1, 1958” where it appears in clause 
(A) of paragraph (4); and 

(6) by striking out “effective for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1955, and 
the two succeeding fiscal years” where it appears in clause (D) of paragraph (4). 

(d) Section 3 (d) of such Act is amended— 

(1) by striking out ‘most nearly” in clause (1) and inserting in lieu thereof 
“generally”, and 

(2) by striking out the fourth and fifth sentences and inserting in lieu thereof 
the following: “In no event shall the local contribution rate for any local edu- 
cational agency in any State in the continental United States for any fiscal year 
be less than (i) 50 per centum of the average per pupil expenditure in such State 
or (ii) 50 per centum of the average per pupil expenditure in the continental 
United States, but not to exceed the average per pupil expenditure in the State: 
Provided, That if, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1959, the application of 
clause (ii) of this sentence results in a lower local contribution rate than re- 
sulted from the application of such clause during the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1958, as such clause was then in effect, then such clause, as in effect during 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1958, shall be in effect during the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1959. For the purposes of the preceding sentence the ‘average per 
pupil expenditure’ in a State, or in the continental United States, shall be the 
aggregate current expenditures, during the second fiscal year preceding the fiscal 
year for which the computation is made, of all local educational agencies in the 
State, or in the continental United States, as the case may be (without regard 
to the sources of funds from which such expenditures are made), divided by 
the aggregate number of children in average daily attendance to whom such 
agencies provided free public education during such preceding fiscal year.”. 

Sec. 203. Section 4 (a) of such Act is amended by striking out “1958” both 
times it appears therein and inserting in lieu thereof “1961”. 

Sec. 204. Subsection (d) of section 8 of such Act is amended— 

(1) by striking out “during the period beginning July 1, 1953, and ending 
June 30, 1958,” : and 

(2) by inserting before the period at the end thereof the following: “, or the 
availability of appropriations under the Act of April 16, 1934, commonly referred 
to as the Johnson-O’Malley Act (25 U.S. C., see. 452)” 
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Sec. 205. (a) The third sentence of paragraph (1) of section 9 of such Act is 
amended by inserting after “(A)” the following: “except for purposes of 
section 6,”. 

(b) The last sentence of paragraph (1) of section 9 of such Act is amended— 

(1) by inserting “or benefits” after “provision of services”; and 

(2) by striking out “or (C)” and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 
“(C) any real property under the jurisdiction of the Post Office Department and 
used primarily for the provision of postal services, or (D)”. 

(c) Paragraph (2) of section 9 of such Act is amended by striking out the 
last sentence thereof. 

Sec. 206. Section 10 of such Act is repealed. 

Sec. 207. The amendments made by this title shall be effective for the period 
beginning July 1, 1958. 

Passed the House of Representatives April 23, 1958. 

Attest : 

RALPH R. Rorerts, Clerk. 


DEPARTMENTAL REPORTS 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., May 28, 1958. 
Hon. Lister HILL, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your letter of April 25, 1958, 
requesting the views of the Bureau of the Budget on H. R, 11578, a bill to amend 
Public Laws 815 and 874, 8list Congress, to make permanent the programs pro- 
viding financial assistance in the construction and operation of schools in areas 
affected by Federal activities, insofar as such programs relate to children of 
persons who reside and work on Federal property, to extend such programs until 
June 30, 1961, insofar as such programs relate to other children, and to make 
certain other changes in such laws. 

H. R. 11378, passed by the House of Representatives on April 23, 1958, would 
extend, with amendments, the provisions of Public Law 815 and Public Law 874, 
Sist Congress. The House enactment, which is, in large part, similar to the 
major provisions of the existing laws, is substantially different from the views 
of the President on assistance to schools in federally affected areas, as expressed 
in his message to the Congress on the 1959 budget. These views are embodied 
in S. 3069, on which the Bureau of the Budget submitted comments to you in a 
letter dated March 11, 1958. 

As we pointed out in that letter, the administration’s proposal is the result of 
a reevaluation of the laws in the context of the current situation as contrasted 
to the emergency situation in 1950, when they were enacted as temporary meas- 
ures. The objective of the proposal is to limit Federal assistance in the future 
to situations where there is a clear and direct Federal responsibility. H. R. 
11378, on the other hand, does not take into account that under the existing 
laws Federal payments are being made on behalf of categories of children for 
whom we believe Federal responsibility is temporary or has been adequately 
discharged or for whom Federal responsibility is no longer warranted. 

Therefore, the Bureau of the Budget recommends against enactment of H. R. 
11878 and strongly urges favorable action on S. 3069. 

Sincerely yours, 
Puitirp 8S. Huenes, 
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference. 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
Washington, June 8, 1958. 
Hon. Lister HI, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in response to your request of April 
25, 1958, for a report of H. R. 11378, to amend Public Laws 815 and 874, 81st 
Congress, to make permanent the programs providing financial assistance in 
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the construction and operation of schools in areas affected by Federal activities, 
insofar as such progams relate to children of persons who reside and work on 
Federal property, to extend such programs until June 30, 1961, insofar as such 
programs relate to other children, and to make certain other changes in such 
laws. 

As you know, the administration made certain recommendations for the 
extension of these laws to June 30, 1963, and for their amendment. These 
recommendations were included in a draft bill transmitted to the Senate in 
our letter of January 17, 1958, which set forth the reasoning supporting the 
recommendations. The administration’s proposals were introduced as 8. 3069. 

Attached hereto is a tabular analysis comparing the principal recommenda- 
tions of the administration as embodied in S. 3069 with the provisions of H. R. 
11378 as it passed the House on April 23, 1958. As will appear from a study 
of this comparison, the House-passed bill in no substantial respect would 
accomplish the underlying objective of the administration’s proposals of limiting 
Federal payments under these acts to those situations where there is a clear 
and direct Federal responsibility to provide this type of special educational 
assistance. The House-passed bill would result in a total cost for both programs 
of some $75 million more than the cost for the programs if amended in the 
respects recommended by the administration. 

H. R. 11378 would also authorize payments in situations not presently author- 
ized under the existing law, with resulting increases in costs even above those 
of existing law. Thus, for purposes of both Public Law 815 and Public Law 874, 
the bill provides that even though a school district has insufficient A category 
children (whose parents live and work on Federal property) to meet the 5 per- 
cent increase in such children which is required for eligibility for payments 
under section 305 (a) (1) of Public Law 815, or, in the case of Public Law 
874, the 3 percent eligibility condition required for such children, the school 
district, if eligible for any payments on its B category children (whose parents 
usually live in taxable homes), would get payment under Public Law 815 for all 
A category children at the full A category rate (which is 95 percent of the State 
average cost per pupil of constructing minimum school facilities in the preceding 
year) rather than, as at present, at the B category rate (which is 50 percent 
of such State average cost per pupil). Similarly, under Public Law 874 payment 
at the A rate is double the B rate. This change in rate computation is estimated 
to increase the annual cost of Public Law 815 above the existing law by over 
$3 million, and the cost of Public Law 874 by a like amount. 

In one respect the House-passed bill did effect a significant reduction in Federal 
payments under Public Law 874 below what they would have been had the law 
been extended without amendment, although to a degree far less than that 
recommended by the administration. Whereas the administration recommended 
elimination of the national average of the local contribution rates as an alterna- 
tive method of computing a minium rate of payments to school districts under 
Public Law 874, the House-passed bill would eliminate only the escalator feature 
of the old method by substituting one-half the national average cost per pupil 
in the continental United States in the second preceding year. 

In the fiscal year 1958 the minimum rate is $151 based upon the national 
average of the local contribution rates paid applicant school districts in 1956. 
Of the 3,300 school districts paid in fiscal year 1957, 1,275 were paid on the 
national average of the local contribution rates paid applicants in 1955, namely 
$145. These 1,275 districts represented 38 percent of all eligible districts, and 
37 percent of the net entitlement paid for children in the A and B categories 
under section 3 of the act. The House-passed bill freezes the new national 
average minimum rate of payment for fiscal year 1959 at the higher 1958 level 
and eliminates the escalator effect of the old national average minimum rate 
in later years. Had this: not been done it is estimated that the old national 
average minimum rate would have risen to $172 per child in fiscal year 1959 
as compared with the rate of $151 paid in 1958 and continued under the House- 
passed bill for 1959. 

The failure to eliminate the national average minimum rate means that all 
eligible school districts in some 15 States and a considerable number of districts 
in other States will still be paid at the new national average minimum rate. 
It is difficult to estimate precisely the cost which results from the failure to 
eliminate this national average minimum rate entirely as recommended by the 
administration. However, had our recommendation for Public Law 874 been 
followed only in this one respect, it is estimated that the costs of Public Law 
874 would have been reduced for fiscal 1959 by about $17 million, instead of the 
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comparable reduction of some $10 million effected by the House-passed bill which, 
for 1959 only, freezes the national average minimum rate at the 1958 level. 

In 1960 the estimated saving by our proposal would have been greater—some 
$22 million as compared with a saving of about $12,750,000 in the House-passed 
bill, which for 1960 substitutes the new national average minimum rate. 

As pointed out in our letter of January 17, 1958, “a national average of local 
contribution rates bears no reasonable relation to the loss a particular school 
district may suffer as a result of the immunity from local taxation of Federal 
property on which children reside or their parents work, and hence should not 
be used in determining the rate of Federal payment to a school district.”’ The 
same is true of a minimum rate based on the national average cost per pupil. 

For the reasons indicated in our letter of January 17, 1958, and for the addi- 
tional reasons stated above, we strongly recommend that favorable Senate con- 
sideration be given to S. 3069 rather than H. R. 113738. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it perceives no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
Evxiiot L. RICHARDSON, 
Assistant Secretary. 


SUMMARY OF AMENDMENTS OF PusLIc LAws 815 ANpD 874 RECOMMENDED BY THE 


ADMINISTRATION AND ACTION TAKEN ON THESE AMENDMENTS BY HOUSE IN 
PassineG H. R. 11378 


PUBLIC LAW 815 


Administration Proposal House Action 
1. Extend for 4 years payments for (a) 1. Made permanent payments for (a) 
eategory children. category children. 
2. Discontinue payments after June 30, 2. Continued to June 30, 1961, payments 
1959, for (b) category children. for (b) category children. 
38. Discontinue after June 30, 1959, pay- 3. Continued for 2 years payments for 
ments for (c) category children. (c) category children. Eliminated 
requirement of Presidential find- 
ing. 
4. Repeal section 308 authorizing addi- 4. Continued Section 308 for two addi- 
tional payments for non-Federal tional years. 


share of project costs. 

5. Permit title IV for construction of 5. Continued title IV for 2 more years 
school facilities for Indian children to June 30, 1961. 
to expire after June 30, 1959. 


Minor Amendments 


6. Computing increases of federally 6. Continued existing method of con- 
connected children from estimated puting increases from average daily 
membership at the end of the base membership during base year. 
year rather than average daily 
membership during the base year. 

7. Eliminating provision by which chil- 7. Continued this provision in its pres- 
dren living in Federal housing sold ent form. 
or transferred were continued to be 
federally connected for certain 
purposes. 

8. Adding a provision to make clear 8. Included this provision in the new 
that Commissioner’s authority to law and added the following pro- 
make regulations may not be dele- vision in this connection: “Any 
gated to other Federal personnel. delegation of authority under this 

section will not relieve the Com 
missioner of the responsibility 
placed on him by this act.” 

9. Amend the labor provisions to re- 9. Did not include the provision for 
quire payment of time and one- payment of time and one-half for 
half for overtime work and to make overtime work. 


more specific the functions and au- 
thorities of the Secretary of Labor 
in the administration of these 
standards. 
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PUBLIC LAW 815—continued 


10. Change the definition of “Federal 
property” to exclude post office 
property and property used pri- 
marily for the provision of bene- 
fits (as well as services to local 
areas). 

11. Excluded from definition of Federal 
property flight training schools. 


10. Included the change in the defini- 
tion of “Federal property” relat- 
ing to post office property and 
property used primarily for pro- 
vision of benefits (as well as 
services to local areas). 

11. Did not eliminate from the defini- 
tion of Federal property flight 
training schools. 


Various amendments for inoperative sections of the law were proposed by the 
administration and these were all accepted. 
An additional amendment not recommended by the administration that children 


in the (a) 


sategory that were dropped to the (b) category to meet eligibility 


requirements be paid at the (a) category rate. 


PUBLIC LAW 


1. Continued for 4 years payments for 
(a) category children. 

2. The gradual reduction over a 4-year 
period of Federal payments for 
existing impacts of (b) category 
children and making payments for 
a 2-year period only on any new 
(b) category impacts. 

Eliminate the alternative minimum 
local contribution rate based on 
the national average local contri- 
bution rate per pupil. 


“ww 


oe 


. Bliminate 
4 (a). 


payments under section 


5. Provide that a school district may 
decide whether it will seek assist- 
ance under Public Law 8s74 or 
under the Johnson-O’Malley pro- 
gram, but prohibited districts from 
receiving any assistance including 
special services under both pro- 
grams. 


874 


1. Made permanent payments for (a) 
category children. 
2. Continued payments for (b) catego- 


ry children in present form until 
June 30, 1961. 


G 


. Changed the basis for computing the 
alternative minimum local contri- 
bution rate from the local contri- 
bution rate per pupil to one-half of 
the national average cost per 
pupil in the United States, but pro- 
vided that for the 1959 school year 
no school districts would be re- 
quired to take a lower payment 
per pupil than it received during 
the 1958 school year. 

4. Continued for 3 years payments un- 
der section 4 (a) and in the report 
on the bill directed the Office of 
Education to be less stringent in 
considering claims under this sec- 
tion. 

5. Eliminated prohibition against count- 

ing Indian children for payment 

under Public Law 874 and provides 
that the receipt of financial assist- 
ance for education purposes under 

Public Law 874 shall not bar a 

school district from receiving addi- 

tional educational payments or 
special service payments for In- 
dian children under the Johnson- 

O’Malley program. 


Minor Amendments 


— 


}. Authorized payments under section 2 
only on property acquired within a 
period of 15 years prior to the year 
of application for payment. 

Authorized Commissioner to waive 
the eligibility requirement of at 
least 10 or more federally con- 
nected children in average daily 
attendance when application of 
this condition would defeat the pur- 
pose of the act. 


-l 


6. Continued payments under section 2 
as in the present act. 


7. Did not authorize waiver of the re- 
quirement of 10 or more children 
in average daily attendance. 
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PUBLIC LAW 874—continued 


8. For category (a) children only elim- 8. Changed the date for qualifying as a 


inated requirement that cities big city those with 35,000 or more 
with 35,000 average daily attend- average daily attendance from 
ance in school year 1938-39 must 1938-39 to 1956-57. Retained re- 
meet 6 percent eligibility require- quirement that big cities must have 
ments and absorb the first 3 percent 6 percent to qualify but eliminated 
without Federal paymont. the provision requiring these dis- 


tricts to absorb the first 3 percent. 
Provided that no large city here- 
tofore qualifying be eliminated by 
6 percent requirement. 
9. Change definition of “Federal prop- 9. Did not exclude either outleased Fed- 


erty” to exclude outleased Fed- eral property or flight-training 
eral properties and flight-training schools from definition of Federal 
schools. property. 

10. Change the definition of Federal 10. Accepted this amendment as pro- 
property to exclude post office posed. 


property and other property used 
primarily for the provision of 
benefits (as well as services to 
local areas). 


Various amendments for inoperative sections of the law were proposed by the 
administration and these were all accepted. 

An additional amendment not recommended by the administration that chil- 
dren in the (a) category that were dropped to the (b) category to meet eligibility 
requirements be paid at the (a) category rate. 

Senator McNamara. Public Law 815 provides Federal assistance to 
local school districts for the construction of schools in areas suffering 
a heavy Federal impact, and Public Law 874 authorizes payments for 
maintenance and operation expenses to federally affected school 
districts. 

These laws have been amended and extended several times. The 
bill passed by the House and pending before us (H. R. 11378) would 
make permanent programs which provide financial assistance in the 
construction and operation of schools in areas affected by Federal 
activities, insofar as such programs relate to children of persons who 
reside and work on Federal property, and would extend these programs 
until June 30, 1961, insofar as such programs relate to other children. 

The basic philosophy or rationale underlying these laws is that the 
Federal Government as a property owner has an equitable obligation 
to participate in the financial support of local government services, 
more particularly educational services, provided to persons residing 
on or employed on its property. In other words, the Federal Govern- 
ment should undertake the role of a local pr operty taxpayer in sup- 
porting educational services provided by local educational agencies. 

Our first witness this morning is the Honorable Elliot L. Richard- 
son, Assistant Secretary of the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare. 

I would add that extensive hearings have been held in the House, 
and we expect to wind up these hearings in just a couple of days. 
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STATEMENTS OF ELLIOT L. RICHARDSON, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
OF THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE; 
RALL I. GRIGSBY, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER AND DIRECTOR, 
DIVISION OF SCHOOL ASSISTANCE IN FEDERALLY AFFECTED 
AREAS; AND ALDEN LILLYWHITE, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR 


Mr. Ricuarpson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
subcommittee. As you have indicated, my name is Elliot Richard- 
son, Assistant Secretary for Legislation in the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare. I am accompanied by Mr. Rall I. Grigsby 
on my left, who is Assistant Commissioner for School Assistance in 
Federally Affected Areas of the Office of Education, and on my right 
by Mr. Alden Lillywhite, Associate Director for School Assistance in 
Federally Affected Areas. 

Senator McNamara. We are glad to have them here, and we will 
be glad to hear from them at any time you see fit to call on them. 

Mr. Ricuarpson. There may well arise questions as to the admin- 
istration of these laws on which they are better qualified to answer 
the questions of the committee than I would be. 

I appreciate the opportunity to present to this committee the views 
of the administration on the further extension of Public Laws 815 
and 874, which provide Federal assistance for school construction and 
for school operation in federally affected areas. These companion 
laws were originally enacted in 1950 on a temporary basis. They 
have been amended and extended several times. Public Law 874 
is now scheduled to expire June 30, 1958, and Public Law 815 1 year 
later. 

Early in this session of Congress the administration made certain 
recommendations for the extension of both these laws to June 30, 
1963, and for their amendment. These recommendations were in- 
cluded in a draft bill transmitted to the Senate in our letter of Jan- 
uary 17, 1958, which set forth the reasoning supporting the recom- 
mendations. "The administration’s proposals were introduced as 
S. 3069, which bill is before the committee for consideration. 

Also pending in the committee is H. R. 11378, which was passed 
in the House on April 23, 1958, and on which the Department re- 
cently made an official report to the committee. Accompanying that 
report was a tabular analysis comparing the principal recommenda- 
tions of the administration with the House-passed bill. I might add 
that we have extra copies of that report for comparison if any mem- 
bers of the committee or staff would care to have them. (See p. 40.) 

Our report pointed out that the House-passed bill fails to accom- 
plish the underlying objective of the administration’s proposals to 
limit Federal payments under these acts to those situations where 
there is a clear and direct Federal responsibility to provide this 
type of special assistance. One evidence of this is the fact that the 
House-passed bill would result in a total cost for both programs of 
some $75 million to $80 million more than would have been the case 
if the administration’s recommendations were to be accepted. 

Since the aforementioned materials are all available to the com- 
mittee I will not undertake to repeat their contents in any detail 
at this time, but rather would like to direct the attention of the com- 
mittee by way of reemphasis to a few of the major recommendations 
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of the administration, to the reasoning supporting them, and _ to 
some of the effects of the House-passed bill in this same connection. 


MAJOR RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE ADMINISTRATION 


These 2 laws, enacted in 1950 in the aftermath of the tremendous 
defense buildup of World War II and on the eve of the war in 
Korea, were designed primarily to assist local school districts which 
had been seriously burdened by the resulting influx of children of 
parents connected with defense activities. These laws undertook to 
identify the types of situations in which school districts had thus been 
burdened and to spell out in the formulas contained in the acts an 
equitable and objective method of discharging the Federal respon- 
sibility to the districts thus identified. 

The recommendations of the administration and the provisions of 
the House-passed bill are in agreement that the Federal responsibility 
is clear and should continue to be accepted in the case of communities 
providing education for substantial numbers of children who live 
on tax-exempt Federal property with parents employed on such 


property. 
CHILDREN WHOSE PARENTS LIVE AND WORK ON FEDERAL PROPERTY 


Our recommendations would continue the present program of 
Federal assistance to school districts for this category of children 
without change until June 30, 1963; whereas the House-passed bill 
would extend the program indefinitely for this category and would 
modify the requirements of eligibility and rate of payment in minor 
respects. We would prefer a limited term of years rather than an 
indefinite period for this extension, so as to assure an opportunity for 
periodic reappraisal of these acts. 

The effect of the modifications in this category made by H. R. 
11378, would be to increase the Federal payments by some $3 million 
annually in the case of construction aid and a similar amount for 
current operating expense of a relatively small number of school 
districts. We seriously question the wisdom of these liberalizations 
of the existing acts. 


CHILDREN OF PARENTS WHO LIVE OR WORK ON FEDERAL PROPERTY 


A second category of children recognized in the present acts as 
the basis for a Federal responsibility for assistance to school districts 
consists of children of parents who either reside on or are employed 
on tax-exempt Federal property. It is with respect to payments to 
school districts for this category of children that the administration’s 
recommendations differ sharply from the provisions of the House- 
passed bill. 

The administration recommends that Federal payments for this 
category of children be discontinued as a basis for school construction 
aid; and also recommends that under Public Law 874 payments be 
progressively curtailed over a 4-year period and eventually dis- 
continued entirely as a basis for assistance for current operating 
expenses; except for temporary 2-year assistance in case of sudden 
and substantial increases in this category. The House-passed bill 
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continues payments for this category under both laws on much the 
present basis until June 30, 1961. 

Under the House- passed bill it is estimated that an appropriation 
for Public Law 874 of $145,500,000 would be required in fiscal year 
1959, almost 73 percent or about $105 million of which would be for 
payments on account of this category of children; whereas the esti- 
mated cost of the administration’s proposal on account of this cate- 
gory of children would be about $76 million, decreasing 25 percent 
annually in the 3 subsequent years. For Public Law 815 the cor- 
responding estimates are almost $33 million for the House- passed 
bill and zero for the administration’s proposal. 


COMPARATIVE COSTS 


Senator Ives. May I interrupt there. May I ask the witness what 
allowance was made by the Bureau of the Budget in this connection ? 
Do you have those figures? I have forgotten them and perhaps I 
should know them. 

Mr. Ricuarpson. Under the administration’s proposal, the fiscal 
1959 budget allows $110 million, and for Public Law 815, $20.5 mil- 
lion. This contrasts with $145.5 million under Public Law 874, under 
H. R. 11378, and $60.3 million under that bill for Public Law 815. 

Senator Ives. If the: House bill is finally passed or enacted, it would 
require supplemental appropriations somewhere along the line, 
wouldn’t it? 

Mr. Ricwarpson. Yes, it would. 

Senator Ives. Thank you. 


QUESTION OF FEDERAL OBLIGATION 


Mr. Ricuarpson. As a matter of fact, since Public Law 874 ex- 
pires under its present terms, the budget shows even for the adminis- 
tration proposal, an amount only contingent on the enactment of leg- 
islation, so that a supplemental would be necessary for either the 
administration’s proposal or the House bill. It simply would be a 
larger one in the latter case. 

Senator Ives. ‘Thank you. 

Mr. Ricuarpson. In addition to the significant savings which 
would result were the administration’s proposals accepted are con- 
siderations which raise serious questions concerning the equitable ob- 
ligation of the Federal Government to continue to make payments 
on account of this category of children. In the case of Public Law 
815, payments are made for estimated increases in the numbers of 
suc h children in membership during a 2-year period provided such 
increase constitutes 5 percent or more of the total average daily 
membership in the base year preceding the increase period. 

The rate of Federal payment for school construction assistance is 
roughly one-half the State average cost per pupil in the base year 
for each such pupil in the increase. In the case of Public Law 874 
payments are made to school districts with 3 percent of their average 
daily attendance consisting of this category of pupils for each such 
pupil in any year at 50 percent of either of 3 rates, whichever is the 
larger, namely, (1) the cost per pupil from local revenue sources in 
comparable districts in the same State, or (2) one-half the State 
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average cost per pupil from all revenue sources in the second pre- 
ceding year, or (3) the national average of the rates per pupil paid 
under Public Law 874 in the second preceding } year. 

In the case of most of these children, the homes or other places where 
they reside are fully taxable by the school districts which provide their 
education. In not being able to levy real-property taxes on the places 
where their parents are employed, these school districts are now not 
different from many other suburban communities which must look 
wholly or principally to residential property for revenues to meet the 
local share of the cost of their public-school systems. 

Also, the Federal installations which provide employment to the 
parents of such children generate economic benefits to the communities 
in which they are situated, and to nearby communities, which should 
tend generally to compensate for any loss in revenue occasioned by 
the tax immunity of the property of the installations concerned. 


CHILDREN OF PARENTS EMPLOYED BY CONTRACTOR 


A third category of Federal connection of children and of Federal 
assistance to school districts in the provision both of school facilities 
and cost of current operations involves increased numbers of children 
of parents who have migrated to a community to accept employment 
in Federal activities conducted directly or through a contractor. In 
this category neither the place of residence nor the place of employ- 
ment of the parents of the children need be tax exempt for the in- 
creased numbers of such children to be counted for payment purposes. 

The Federal school construction assistance provided for this cate- 
gory of children under Public Law 815 has been justified primarily 
on the basis of the necessity, in the interest of the national defense 
effort, of overcoming difficulties of recruiting and retaining the labor 
force needed to man the defense activities, anticipating that such 
difficulties would arise and persist if school facilities and programs 
were substandard. 

Today, however, there is little evidence of the need for such Federal 
assistance for the reasons originally justifying this category of Federal 
payments. Moreover. the practical administrative difficulties in- 
cident to a determination of a Federal defense-contract connection 
have proved to be insurmountable in terms of the language of the 
present law. 

COMPARISON WITH HOUSE-PASSED BILL 


The administration’s proposals would eliminate this category as 
a basis for Federal payments to school districts either for school 
construction or for current operating expenses. The House-passed 
bill would continue payments on the present basis until June 30, 1961, 
eliminating only the Presidential finding required under Public Law 
815 as to a defense contract connection of the in-migrant parents of 
newly enrolled children. Thus under the House-passed bill there 
would no longer be a required relationship with defense activity as 
a basis for school construction aid. 

As respects Public Law 874, the House-passed bill effected some re- 
duction in Federal payments below what they would have been had the 
law been extended without amendment by a change in minimum rate 
of payment on account of the first and second categories of federally 
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connected children previously mentioned. The administration’s rec- 

ommendation on this score would have eliminated the alternative 
minimum rate based on the national average of the local contribution 
rates paid eligible school districts in the second preceding year- 

The House- passed bill, however, substitutes a new alternative mini- 
mum rate based on one-half the national aver ‘age expenditure per 
pupil in all public elementary and secondary se chools i in the continental 
United States in the second preceding year. Although the House 
amendment will result in a signific ant sie as compared with the 
cost of extension of the present national average local contribution 
rate aS a minimum rate (since it has no built-in escalator feature as 
does the present minimum rate provision), it will still cost an esti- 
mated $7 million to $10 million more annually than had the national 
average rate been eliminated entirely as recommended by the ad- 
ministration. 

As pointed out in our letter of January 17, 1958: 

A national average of local contribution rates bears no reasonable relation 
to the loss a particular school district may suffer as a result of the immunity 
from local taxation of Federal property on which children reside or the’r parents 
work, and hence should not be used in determining the rate of payments to a 
school district. 

The same is true of a minimum rate based on the national average 
cost per pupil as contained in the House-passed bill. 

In addition to the amendments of Public Law 874 and 815 discussed 
above, a number of other amendments were recommended in our letter 
to the President of the Senate and further explained in the section- 
by-section analysis of the administration’s proposal introduced 
S. 3069. The differences between S. 3069 and the House-passed bill in 
terms of these amendments are also set forth in the tabular analysis 
accompanying our report to this committee on H. R. 11378. I will, 
therefore, not undertake to call attention to these in detail in this 
statement. 

APPROPRIATIONS UNDER PUBLIC LAW 874 


During the period of time these laws have been in effect the Con- 
gress has appropriated some $618,170,000 for assistance to federally 
affected school districts for maintenance and operation expense under 
Public Law 874. These payments to school districts have greatly 
relieved pressures on State and local revenue sources for support of 
education in communities of Federal impact during a difficult period 
when increased school enrollments caused by substantial and wide- 
spread population shifts, combined with enrollment in :reases caused 
by raising birthrates served to put severe strains on the resources of 
many communities. 

Under Public Law 874, program costs have increased from approxi- 
mately $29 million in 1951 to $127 million in 1958. During the period 
1951 to 1957, inclusive, the number of eligible applicants increased 
from 1,172 to 3,331, the number of federally connected children 
counted for entitlement increased from 517,760 to 1,170,063, and the 
average rate of payment from $105.84 per child to $172.20. 

Last. year the total number of children in the eligible districts was 
some 7.6 million, almost one-fourth of all pupils attending public 
elementary and secondary schools. Federally connected pupils con- 
stituted 15.8 percent of this total attendance; Federal payments al- 
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most 5 percent of the operating budgets of the federally affected school 
districts. 
APPROPRIATIONS UNDER PUBLIC LAW 815 


In the case of Public Law 815, a total of $826,050,000 has been 
appropriated for fiscal years 1951 to 1958, inclusive, for assistance for 
school construction. With this assistance some 1,500 school districts 
have, or will have, constructed some 3,534 federally aided projects 
comprising an estimated 37,235 classrooms and related facilities to 
house an estimated 1,117,050 children. 

To continue Federal payments on the scale now authorized under 
Public Laws 815 and 974 (or the House-passed bill) would in the judg- 
ment of the administration result in favored treatment for many hun- 
dreds of school districts who are in no greater financial need than 
hundreds of other school districts without benefit of what in many 
instances appears to be only a nominal Federal connection and incon- 
sequential federally caused burden in the education of a rapidly 
increasing number of school-age children. 

Simple fairness and prudence in the appropriation and expendi- 
ture of Federal funds would seem to suggest that in the future pay- 
ments authorized under Public Laws 815 and 874 be limited more 
strictly to situations where a clear Federal responsibility for special 
Federal payments for assistance in school construction or in mainte- 
nance and operation of schools can be convincingly demonstrated. 

Senator McNamara. Thank you. Do any of your associates have 
any remarks or are you prepared for questioning by the subcommittee ? 

Mr. Ricuarpson. We are prepared to be quest ioned. 

Senator Ives. I have no questions. 

Senator McNamara. Senator Yarborough, do you have any ques- 
tions? 

Senator Yarsorouen. I suggest someone else start the questioning. 

Senator Purre.u. I have noquestions, Mr. Chairman. 


COSTS OF EXTENDING PUBLIC LAW 874 


Senator Yarsoroven. Mr. Richardson, in your statement you say 
that— 


the House-passed bill effected some reduction in Federal payments below what 
they would have been had the law been extended without amendment by a change 
in minimum rate of payment on account of the first and second categories of 
federally connected children previously mentioned. 

Now, do you have the amount in your statement that it would have 
cost had the House not made these changes ? 

Mr. Ricuarpson. The bill if extended without change, Public Law 
874, would require appropriations for 1959 of $149 million, as against 
$145.5 million which is the amount required under the House bill. 

Senator Yarsoroucu. That change cut off $12 million; is that 
correct ? 

Mr. Ricnarpson. I don’t think that that difference is wholly equiva- 
lent with the results of the amendment referred to in that testimony. 
There is an additional $3.6 million for Indians that would be provided 
for by the House bill, with total savings resulting from this national 
average expenditure rate, it’s a total of $8,311,000. 
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Senator Yarsorouen. I would like you to consider a copy of an 
amendment that I have pending to the bill. I think that you have a 
copy of that. 

Senator McNamara. Do you have a copy of the pending Yar- 
borough amendment before you? 

Mr. Ricuarpson. Yes; Ido. 

(The Yarborough amendment follows :) 


[H. R. 11378, 85th Cong., 2d sess.] 
AMENDMENTS 

Intended to be proposed by Mr. YarsorovuenH to the bill (H. R. 11378) to 
amend Public Laws 815 and 874, Eighty-first Congress, to make permanent the 
programs providing financial assistance in the construction and operation of 
schools in areas affected by Federal activities, insofar as such programs relate 
to children of persons who reside and work on Federal property, to extend such 
programs until June 30, 1961, insofar as such programs relate to other children, 
and to make certain other changes in such laws, viz: 

On page 33, line 14, after “Src. 203.” insert “(a)” and after “amended” insert 
eRe 

On page 33, before the period at the end of line 16 insert: “, (2) by inserting 
after ‘employed on Federal property’ the following: ‘if the agency elects to count 
such children for the purposes of this section instead of for the purposes of 
section 3’, and (3) by inserting after ‘50 per centum of such product’ the follow- 
ing: ‘reduced by the amount of such product which is attributable to children 
with respect to whom such agency is, or upon application would be, entitled to 
receive any payment under section 3 for such fiscal year’.” 

On page 33, between lines 16 and 17, insert : 

“(b) Subparagraph (A) of section 4 (c) of such Act is amended by striking 
out ‘is, or upon application would be, entitled’ and inserting in lieu thereof 
‘elects’. 

Senator Yarsoroueu. You will note that it would change or amend 
the bill on page 33, and you will note the respect with which that 
would be changed there by the amendment of a subsection. 

Mr. Ricuarpson. Yes, sir. 


Senator YarsoroucH. That is after section 203 ? 


EFFECT OF YARBOROUGH AMENDMENT 


Mr. Ricuarpson. I do note that. I am looking for the language 
amended. I understand that the effect of this amendment, Senator 
Yarborough, would be to give a school district the option of counting 
an increase in children under that section of Public Law 874 which 
provides assistance on account of a sudden influx of children as dis- 
tinguished from the section which provides Federal funds on account 
of a percentage of children present on the basis of the average daily 
attendance for the year. 

Senator Yarsoroucu. Now, under Public Law 874, had it not been 
amended by the House, what would the amount payable under that per 
year have been on your estimate, had the House not amended it to 
effect the reduction in Federal payments / 

Mr. Rrcwarpson. The total amount required would have been as I 
mentioned a moment ago, $149 million under Public Law 874. So 
that the total effect of the House amendments would be to reduce the 
appropriations required for Public Law 874 approximately $3.5 
million. 

Senator Yarsoroucu. Now, you mentioned the Indian schools a 
moment ago. If we disregarded the Indian schools, and consider the 
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school situation as it existed in the last fiscal year, and suppose the 
law had been extended without change as it existed in the last fiscal 
year, what would it cost this year or this coming year? 

Mr. Ricwarpson. That is the figure that I just gave. 

Senator YarsoroucnH. That is $149 million ? 

Mr. Ricuarpson. Yes, sir. 

Senator YarsoroueH. Does that include the three million that you 
mentioned for the Indian children ? 


AMOUNT FOR INDIAN CHILDREN 


Mr. Ricuarpson. No, it includes a smaller amount for Indian 
children. Under present law a State has the option whether to re- 
ceive payments on account of Indian children under this law or under 
the Johnson-O’Malley Act. The effect of the House bill would be 
to make the basic payment to a school district for Indian children the 
payment under Public Law 874, counting the Indian children as 
federally connected children like any other children. 

The Johnson-O’Malley payments would then be supplementary. 
The result while perhaps not increasing total appropriations for 
Federal funds for Indian children, does mean a shift of funds from 
the Johnson-O’Malley Act appropriations to this law, or would mean 
such a shift if the House bill were passed. 


PAYMENTS IN FISCAL 1957 UNDER PUBLIC LAW 874 


Senator YarsoroucH. Do you have a table there showing how 
much money was paid out in the last fiscal year under these three 
several categories that you have enumerated in your statement here? 

Mr. Ricuarpson. The three categories of Public Law 874, you 
mean ¢ 

Senator Yarsorouen. Yes. 

Mr. Ricuarpson. I think we do have. 

The total mounts in question for fiscal 1957, which is the last year 
for which we have complete figures, are $20,254,618. 

That is under section 3 of Public Law 874. That is the category 
that I referred to of the children of parents who both live and work 
on Federal property. Under subsection 3 (b), the total expended 
was $89,888,071. That is the subsection which provides payments on 
account of children whose parents either work or live on Federal prop- 
erty but not both. Under subsection 3 (c), 4, which is the sudden- 
impact category 

Mr. Littyrwurre. That is a special payment when 50 percent or more 
of the children live on Federal property and they need additional 
money. 

Mr. Ricwarpson. That total is $35,036. Subsection 4a is the one 
which deals with sudden impact brought by some defense-related 
activity by private contractors. Under that section, the total amounts 
under 4 (a), $12,401, for the first year’s assistance, and second year’s 
assistance, $777,458. The total under that section is $789,859. 

Senator Yarsoroueu. Now, on the last line of your pages 6 and 7, 
where you said the House amendment would offer substantial savings 
as compared with the present extension of the bill, that refers to the 
$11 million or $12 million that I believe you said was so-called saved 
under the House amendment; is that correct? 
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Mr. Ricuarpson. Well, that particular amendment would save $8.3 
million. 


REDUCED PAYMENTS IN “SUDDEN IMPACT” CATEGORY 


Senator YarsoroucH. By that you mean it would cut down by that 
amount the payments that would have gone to schools in these fed- 
erally impacted areas to help them withstand the shock of this sudden 
influx of pupils, due to, generally, some defense installation, and some 
military installation that just overwhelms the local community with 
numbers of people who come in that wouldn’t come in under the 
normal flows of commerce and population. 

Mr. Ricuarpson. It reduces payments to some schools. This par- 
ticular amendment simply revises the basis of the third optional 
method of computing the per pupil cost to the community of educat- 
ing these federally connected children. Under present law, the option 
is given to the community of electing as the basis of mee surement half 
the national aver age local cost of educati ing these children. 

This is computed on the basis of all districts receiv ing Public Law 
874 funds. The result is, therefore, an escalator effect because the 
total expended in any given year reflects the amounts expended under 
Public Law 874 for that year. 

That, in turn, increases the total expended in computing it the next 
time around, and it goes indefinitely upward, and what the House 
amendment did was simply to reduce that escalator effect by making 
the national average compudet on the basis of all school districts in 
the United States, and not simply those receiving Public Law 874 
assistance. 

I think this is a perfectly sensible amendment, and I think that 
the House committee agreed that this should be done irrespective of 
the more far-reaching amendments proposed by the administration. 


COST OF PUBLIC LAW 874 UNDER HOUSE-PASSED BILL 


Senator Yarroroucn. And I believe you say that the House- 
passed bill would cost $145.5 million per year; is that right? 

Mr. Ricuarpson. Yes. 

Senator Yarsoroueu. And if the law had been extended without 
change, it would have cost some $3 million or $4 million a year more ! 

Mr. Rrciarpson. No, I am sorry, it is the other way around. The 
House bill would cost $145.5 million. If extended without change 
it would cost $149 million, or about $3.5 million more. 

Senator Yarsoroucnu. Now, it would be $3.5 million more to con- 
tinue the same type of assistance in the Federal-impacted areas that 
we had before the House trimmed it down; is that correct? 

Mr. Ricuarpson. Excuse me, Senator. 

Senator YarsoroucH. The total bill would cost $149 million if we 
extended the same type of Federal aid to the impacted Federal areas 
that existed before the House amendment in fiscal 1958; is that 
correct ? 

Mr. Ricuarpson. Yes. 
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COST OF PUBLIC LAW 874 UNDER ADMINISTRATION’S RECOMMENDATION 


Senator McNamara. If the Senator will yield, what would be the 
total cost of the administration’ s recommendations, so that we have 
the three figures in proper perspective. 

Mr. Ricuarpson. The administration’s recommendations first under 
Public Law 874, which is the one we have been talking about, would 
be $110 million in fiscal 1959, which is $35.5 million less than the 
House bill, and $39 million less than existing law. Under Public 
Law 815, the administration’s proposal would cost $20.5 million, 
which is about $41.5 million less than the present law, and about 
$39.7 million less than the House bill. 

It is fair to say, Mr. Chairman, that it should be pointed out—-— 

Senator McNamara. What would be the total? 

Mr. Ricwarpson. The total would be $130.5 million, for both laws 
under the administrative recommendation. 

Senator McNamara. That would be that much less than the House 
bill. 


TOTAL COST OF BOTH PROGRAMS UNDER HOUSE BILL 


Mr. Ricuarpson. I have been referring in my discussion with 
Senator Yarborough to Public Law 874 alone. The House bill, 
taking both laws together, would require approximately $205 million, 
which is approximately $75 million more than the administration 


proposal. 
Senator Yarsorovuen. Where did the $75 million come from, 
please ? 


Senator McNamara. That is the difference between the House- 
passed bill and the administration recommendation, in both categories. 

Senator YarsoroucH. You mean if the Congress should cut _ 
school districts down to where the administration recommended, i 
would be $75 million below the House-passed bill ? 

Mr. Ricuarpson. $75 million, yes. 

It should be pointed out, Mr. Chairman, that the administration's 
recommendations would result in progressively lower amounts in sub- 
sequent years under Public Law 874, so that the $110-million figure 
that I gave is the figure in fiscal 1959 for the first year in which the 
administration’s proposal took effect. 

Senator McNamara. Over what period of time, or do you have a 
definite period of time. 

Mr. RicHarpson. Four years. 

Senator McNamara. It would be totally eliminated then ? 

Mr. Ricwarpson. In the fifth year it would be eliminated. 

Senator McNamara. All right. 


RATIO OF PAYMENTS FOR FEDERALLY CONNECTED CHILDREN 


Senator Yarsorouen. I note in your statement this sentence: 


Federally connected pupils constituted 15.8 percent of this total attendance; 
Federal payments almost 5 percent of the operating budgets of the federally 
affected school districts, 

Now, if the federally connected pupils, constituted over 15 percent 
of the attendance, and Federal payments almost 5 percent, or less than 
5 percent of the operating budgets of the federally affected school 
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districts, it couldn’t be said that the Federal Government was paying 
enough under the laws as existed previously to take care of the cost of 
educating this 15 percent of the students, could it? The Federal Gov- 
ernment would be putting up about a third of the cost of educating 
the students in the federally impacted areas. Wouldn’t that be cor- 
rect by your own statistics ? 

Mr. Ricuarpson. I would like to ask Dr. Grigsby to comment on 
that. 

Mr. Griespy. Senator, I think that discrepancy between those fig- 
ures is in part explained by the fact that when we counted the num- 
ber of federally connected children, we counted all of the children who 
either reside on or whose parents are employed on tax-exempt Federal 
property. 

Now, those children under the terms of the law are paid at a rate 
of one-half of the local share of the cost, or at one of these alternative 
national minimum rates. 

So that you count them as a whole, the child, toward this 15 percent 
but you pay them as one-half of the child in terms of the rate of 
payment. 

So a more exact comparison, I think, might be between 15 percent 
and let us say 7.5 percent. That would be the proper ratio. You 
might say that paying only 5 percent of the budgets of these districts, 
we were underpaying them by 2 percent. 

Mr. Littywutire. I think also the rate of payment even for the (A) 
category child, as conceived in the law, is a payment of the local share 
of cost. So it does not count the State funds that come into the district 
for that child. 

So if you were paying the full local share, you would never have 
an equivalent amount, that is the same proportion, 15 percent federally 
connected and 15 percent of the budget. The bill never proposed to 
do that in the beginning. 


THEORY OF THE LAWS 


Mr. Ricnarpson. May I comment a little further on that, Senator? 

The theory of the laws as I understand it is that the Federal Gov- 
ernment has a responsibility to contribute an amount proportional to 
what would be paid on account of property of its employees and their 
place of work if it were taxed like any other employer. In the case of 
employees who live on Federal property, if their homes were taxed 
as the homes of most employees are. 

As Mr. Lillywhite pointed out, it has never been deemed by the 
Congress necessary for the Federal payment to take into account State 
appropriated funds. In the second place, where the children are 
children of parents who either live or work on Federal property then 
the community does have as a tax resource either the place of employ- 
ment or the place of work. In the case of the latter children, the 
Federal payment is therefore one-half as Mr. Grigsby pointed out, 
of the per-pupil cost. The other half presumably comes from the 
property which is taxable. 

Senator YarroroucH. Of course the theory of these laws was to 
give help to those school districts where there were sudden develop- 
ments of Federal installation, causing a large influx of people. An 
example might be that of Army camps which were generally put out in 
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open spaces near smaller cities where there would be room for train- 
ing troops. The purpose of the law was to help those areas teach the 
children of the soldiers or the civilian employees who worked on mili- 
tary bases. 

TAPERING OFF IN PAYMENTS SOUGHT 


Mr. Ricuarpson. That is true, Senator, and as a matter of fact, that 
is why in the administration’s view there ought to be a tapering off 
of payments to communities where the number of federally connected 
children remains more or less stable year after year. 

We recognize an obligation to make payments on account of the 
sudden influxes you referred to, but do not see any comparable obli- 
gation, in the case of children of employees who own their own homes, 
to maintain the payments year after year, after the number of fed- 
erally connected children is stabilized. 

Senator Yarsoroueu. In many cases the Federal Government is 
building homes for soldiers on the Army camps, is it not, and many 
of those children go to schools, to State schools located just across 
the road from Army camps ? 

Mr. Ricwarpson. Yes, and we do not recommend any change in 
the law with respect to Federal payments in that type of situation. 

Senator Yarsorouen. It seems to me that the administration’s rec- 
ommendations to taper off and get out in 4 years is just a retreat from 
responsibility. 

Mr. Ricuarpson. I think the discussion has brought out very on 
ly, and your questions have brought out very clearly at least the re 
soning behind them. We do not propose any tapering off in the ee 
ation where the employees live on Federal property, and where the 
children go to school across the street. 

We do propose a gradual reduction in Federal payments in the 
situation where there is no longer a sudden influx or a burden imposed 
upon the community by the sudden impact of children coming into 
the community, but where, rather, the situation has become stable. It 
is only in the latter situation basically that we are recommending a 
reduction in payments. 


COST OF YARBOROUGH AMENDMENT 


Senator Yarsorouen. Mr. Richardson, if the amendment that I 
have proposed should be adopted, how much more would that cost 
per year than the House-passed bill ? 

Mr. Ricnarpson. I don’t know if we have any estimate of that, 
Senator. We received your amendment late yesterday, I think. 

Mr. Griessy. I don’t believe we do have that. This same amend- 
ment in general was discussed somewhat on the House side by the 
House committee, and whether or not we made any estimate of cost 
at that time I am not certain. 

Senator McNamara. Can you point out in the House hearings 
where this took place ? 

Mr. Littywutre. I think this was in executive session, sir. 

Mr. Ricuarpson. We can supply that, and it appears we don’t 
have that figure here. 

(Mr. Richardson later supplied the following :) 


Our best estimate is $2,500,000. 
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Senator YarsoroueH. I have no further questions. 

Senator Smiru. I regret I wasn’t here to hear the opening state- 
ment. Let me ask you tirst whether you are going to be here later. 

Mr. Ricuarpson. I do not expect to be, Senator. Mr. Lillywhite 
will be here during all or substantially all of the hearings. He will be 
able to answer any questions with respect to the administration of the 
law. 

Senator Ives. I think someone ought to be here to answer after 
these other witnesses have testified. 

Mr. Ricuarpson. Mr. Grigsby or Mr. Lillywhite or both will be 
here. They are the administrators of these laws, and they are more 
familiar than I am with the technical questions likely to arise in the 
course of later testimony. 

Senator Smrru. I am not quite clear from reading your statement 
here whether the administration is proposing to cut down on this 
legislation. 

Mr. Ricuarpson. Yes, it is. It is proposing that there be reductions 
in what has been done in the past. 


REASONS FOR ADMINISTRATION'S PROPOSALS 


Senator Smirn. I assume that appears in your statement, and the 
reasons for it. I am not quite clear on it. I regret I have been unable 
to study this myself, and so I may appear ignorant, but 1 am not 
familiar with your reasons. We will have witnesses citing their local 
situations and what hardships they are suffering, and I am wondering 
what you say about that situation. 

Mr. Ricnarpson. At the top of page 5 of my statement, the com- 
plete paragraph on that page contains the essential reasoning be- 
hind the principal administration recommendation for reducing the 
Federal Government’s commitments under present law. 

The same reasoning is more fully stated in the administration’s 
letter of transmittal of these proposals to the President of the Senate 
in January. 

I might simply restate, Senator, very briefly the basic considera- 
tions underlying the recommendation that there be a gradual reduc- 
tion in payments on account of the children of parents who either live 
or work on Federal property but not both. 

Practically, these are all situations of parents who live in the com- 


munity and own or rent their own homes, and then work during the 
daytime on Federal property. 


END SOUGHT TO CERTAIN FEDERAL RESPONSIBILITY 


Senator Smiru. If they live in their own homes in the community, 

they would be subject to taxation for the school purposes, In those 

cases there is no reason really why the Federal Government should 
take care of them. 

Mr. Ricwarpson. Well, we do recognize, or the existing law does rec- 
ognize, that to the extent that we pay only half of the per pupil cost 
for their children. But what we are saying is that essentially the 
situation of schools educating those children is no different than the 
situation of schools in many other communities around the country 


which have to educate the children of parents who reside in the com- 
munity but who work outside of it. 
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These are communities which are unable to reach for tax purposes, 
the place of employment of the children’s parents. We say that that 
situation and the situation of the community which can’t re: ach for tax 
purposes the place of employment of a F ederal employee is substan- 
tially the same. 

There is, therefore, a discrimination in favor of the communities 
where Federal property is situated under this law. Consequently, in 
the absence of a situation where there is a sudden impact on the com- 
munity, the Federal Government’s commitment in this respect should 
be cut down gradually. 

Senator Smrru. Well, I will postpone further questioning until I 
hear some of the specific cases cited. 

Senator McNamara. Are there any further questions? 


PROGRESSIVE REDUCTION IN FEDERAL ASSISTANCE 


Senator Ives. I notice the general purport of your statement seems 
to be—I am not talking about the formula presented there—but the 
general idea seems to be that there will be a progressive reduction in 
Federal assistance, is that correct ¢ 

Mr. Ricuarpson. That is correct, with respect, Senator, to the cate- 
gory of children whose parents either work or live on Federal prop- 
erty. We donot propose 

Senator Ives. I gathered that part. 

Mr. Ricrarpson. We don’t propose any reduction in the other. 

Senator Ives. Now I want to ask you a question. Have you taken 
no account or consideration of the fact that in many of these particu- 
lar areas there is a great deal of unemployment nowadays? 

Mr. Ricwarpson. No, we haven’t taken that into account, Senator. 

Senator Ives. Well, I suspect that in some cases there is going to 
be a lot of trouble as a result of this, due to the unemployment. 





5-YEAR EXTENSION PROPOSED 


Mr. Ricwarpson. It may be, but of course we are talking here about 
extension of legislation, in case of the administration’s recommenda- 
tion, for 5 years. 

Senator Ives. I am not talking about any particular number of 
years, and I am talking about taking care of the situation as we find it. 

Now there are going to be amendments proposed here, I think, and 
I think Senator Yarborough has one that he has already mentioned, 
and I think Senator Purtell will have one and others will have some, 
that are going to call for temporary increases here above what the 
administration is recommending. 

That is just to meet some of these conditions which we hope are 
only temporary. But we can’t leave them in the lurch. After all is 

said and done, the Federal Government is somewhat responsible for 
the people being there. 

Mr. Rrcwarpson. I think it is a question of judgment, Senator, 
whether this law is the appropriate vehicle for doing this. In any 

case, the recommendations we sent up were recommendations for 2 
5-year period, and, therefore, did not in fact take into account the 
bearing of this law on unemployment situations wherever they might 
be. 


ieee 
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EFFECT OF ECONOMIC RECESSION 


Senator Ives. But your recommendations undoubtedly were pre- 
pared at the time the recession had gotten underway, were they not? 

Mr. Ricwarpson. Yes, although it had not yet become as evident as 
it has since. They were prepared 1 in the late summer and fall. 

Senator Ives. They were prepared a year ago! 

Mr. Ricuarpson. Not quite. 

Senator Ives. Is that the way you do on legislation, prepare it a 
year in advance ? 

Mr. RicHarpson. Well, it is a long road between the consideration 
of legislation in the Department and its presentation to the Congress. 
These proposals were sent up to the Congress in January of this year. 

Senator Ives. But by that time we had quite a change in our eco- 
nomic conditions in the country. It hadn’t really hit in the summer 
when you prepared them. It hit in the autumn sometime. 

I won’t spend a lot of time on this, but I think it is something that 
you should take into consideration. 

Senator Purretnt. Mr. Richardson, have you had an opportunity to 
read my amendment, S. 3823, to Public Law 874, to take care of the 
very situation that Senator Ives speaks of ? 

Mr. Ricuarpson. I have it here, Senator, and have had a chance 
to consider it. (See 8. 3823, p. 25.) 


PURPOSE OF S. 3823 


Senator Purre.y. It is a situation that will take care of the situa- 
tion described by Senator Ives in these so-called sudden death cases. 
We have several situations, as a matter of fact, in the State of Con- 
necticut and I am sure there are, likewise, situations in Rhode Island, 
and there are situations in many other States where people are laid 
off and working in federally owned businesses operated for the Fed- 
eral Government, and their children were eligible under Public Law 
S74. 

Now they find themselves out of employment and they are no 
longer eligible, but their children still go to these schools. Budgets 
are made up 9 months to a year before the school year, and here these 
school districts find themselves denied the continuation of this Fed- 
eral aid without any knowledge beforehand, and find themselves 
financially embarrassed in some cases. 

What we have tried to do with this amendment is to take care of 
this temporary situation. I wondered if you would comment on it, 
in the light of the fact that you apparently didn’t give any considera- 
tion to this i in your recomme! ndations. 

Mr. Ricuarpson. We did, Senator, submit a report on that amend- 
ment. (See pp. 38-42.) In general, what is sought here is to give an 
additional year to communities that fail to meet the 3- percent eligi- 
bility requirement. This, of course, is a situation that may occur irre- 
spective of the character of the current economic situation, and it has 
occurred since the beginning of the law, when a community that in 1 
year barely met the 3-percent requirement fell below the next. 

I think the question of whether the communities should be con- 
tinued is a question that needs to be considered on its merits, without 
specific reference to the current situation. 
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EFFECTS OF UNEMPLOYMENT ON SCHOOLS 


Senator Purrery. How can you disregard the current situation 
when it is a current situation that has created this very condition $ 
The same number of pupils are going, and they would have qualified 
if their parents had continued to be employed, but they are unem- 
ployed today, and the youngsters still must be schooled, and they are 
being schooled and taught in these schools, but the parents do not 
qualify. 

Therefore, they cannot be counted as children of parents working 
to qualify under the law, but the same number of pupils are going 
to these schools, and they find themselves in a situation of financi: ally 
having to carry a load that I do not believe was the intent of Con- 
gress when the laws were passed. 

Mr. Ricwarpson. Well, of course, the children counted are Federal 
employees. There has not been, to my knowledge, a very significant 
reduction, if any, in Federal employment. 

Senator Purrety. That is correct; but these are children in places 
that are presently in difficulty. For instance, let me give you a con- 
crete case. Let me cite a case in West Haven, Conn. 

At the close of the last = year, in June of 1957, in the West 
Haven schools there were 126 children of parents employed at the 
Government-owned Avco Manufacturing Co., in nearby Stratford. 
These constituted a major factor in the 231 feder ally connected chil- 
dren in the average daily attendance for the year on whom, since this 
number was more than 3 percent of its total attendance, West Haven 
received approximately $25,000 in 1956 and 1957. 

The other children of this number were eligible chiefly through the 
employment of their parents at the Veterans Administration Hospital 
in West Haven and a Nike site in West Haven. The overall enroll- 
ment in West Haven schools in the fall, October of 1957, was 414 
percent above that in the previous yeat 

Now, the children of parents employed at Avco might have been 
expected to increase at least at this rate; that is, from 126 to 132 
Instead, due to some layoffs during the summer, the number had de- 
clined to 122 by October, and on a check made in late April it is down 
now to about 104. 

Now, the number of children involved in the decline is small, but it 
looks now that it may be just enough to pull the total average daily 
attendance of federally connected children for the current year below 
the 3 percent needed to become eligible for payment under Public Law 
874, but the children are still going to school. 

They cannot be counted as children eligible under the law. 


RELIEF UNDER SUBSECTION 3 (F) OF PUBLIC LAW 874 


Mr. Ricwarpson. Well, Senator, I would agree that that does create 
a hardship for the ‘community, but I would simply like to point out 
that there is a provision of existing law under subsection 3 (f) author- 
izing financial relief for an applicant that experiences a sudden reduc- 
tion in or cessation of Federal activities, or their failure to occur when 
they have been properly anticipated and preparations have been m: ade 
to provide free public education during the fiscal year for the federally 
connected children in question. 
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I would think that the committee would want to consider whether 
that subsection does not adequately meet the type of situation you 
describe. 

Senator Purrett. Do you know, or have you any idea or have any of 
your associates any idea how often that subsection has been used to 
meet that situation, or a like situation, if at all? 

Mr. Littywutre. Yes; it has been used in a very small percentage 
of the cases. 

Senator Purret, When you say “a small percentage of the cases,” 
have you any idea just about the number of times it has been used ? 

Mr. Litywuire. Section 3 (f) has not been used on more than 25 
cases a year. 

Senator Purreti. Thank you. 

Senator McNamara. Now, in summary, do we understand that the 
administration’s recommendation is $75 million less than the House 
bill, and about $81 million less than the present law ? 

Mr. Littywuire. Yes; that is correct. 

Senator McNamara. In your recommendation for 1959 ? 

Mr. Littywuite. Yes, sir. 

Senator McNamara. My only comment is that I think the Fed- 
eral Government could save these amounts of money in better places. 
Thank you. 

Mr. Ricuarpson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator McNamara. We are fortunate to have with us this morn- 
ing Senator Pastore, who has indicated a great interest in these 
problems, not only at this time but prior, dealing with education. 

We would like Senator Pastore to introduce the witness from 


Rhode Island. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN 0. PASTORE, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF RHODE ISLAND 


Senator Pastore. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee. I thank you and members of this subcommittee for this 
opportunity to appear in support of House Resolution 11378. This 
extends and amends Public Laws 815 and 874, 81st Congress, pro- 
viding Federal assistance in the construction, maintenance, and opera- 
tion of schools in areas affected by Federal activities insofar as such 
school programs relate to the children of persons who reside or work 
on Federal property in the areas serviced by those school systems. 

This measure is important to my State of Rhode Island. In the 
year ending June 30, 1957, under the provisions of Public Law 874, 
21 of the 39 school districts of Rhode Island received payments total- 
ing $1,135,602. 

[ cite this figure, Mr. Chairman, merely to point up the impact of 
this program on the school systems of our State. 

Under Public Law 815, since its enactment in September 1950, six 
of our school districts have received $3,005,706 for school construction. 

House Resolution 11378 proposes to extend Public Laws 874 and 
815 and to include several amendments to them. I am informed that 
three additional amendments are needed to correct current inequities: 
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First, to liberalize Public Law 815 to make payments to districts 
that have experienced substantial impact but have not qualified 
because of requirements within 2-year application periods. 

Second, to provide for payments to districts experiencing dimin 
ishing impact under Public Law 874. 

And third, to make added payments per pupil to heavily impacted 
districts that receive a considerable number of new pupils not pro- 
vided for in local budgets and not eligible for State aid until the 
following year. 

Now, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I come to 
the essential part of my appearance here and the function for which 
Icame. I am happy and honored indeed to present to the members of 
this subcommittee Mr. Leonard Maine, superintendent of schools in 
Portsmouth, R. I. 

Since 1953 Mr. Maine has appeared many, many times as a wit- 
ness before House and Senate subcommittees on this subject. which 
is before this committee now. He represents Rhode Island in par- 
ticular, and I understand to some extent the northeast section of the 
United States. He is not only a student, but he is well versed in these 
laws, and accordingly, I am honored and privileged to commend him 
to you. 

I might say parenthetically and in extension of my remarks, that 
I was particularly interested and intrigued by the arguments made 
by my distinguished colleague from the great State of Connecticut 
with reference to people who have lost their jobs on these Federal 
establishments, and now that they find that their children are in 
school, I understand that the intricacies of the law create an inequity 
which, of course, does not do justice to these communities. 

I do not think it was ever intended that if the Government of the 
United States saw fit to lay off its personnel, that the communities 
would find themselves compelled to lay off the children who are at- 
tending these schools. We want these children to receive an educa- 
tion, and I think that the Congress and the Government of the United 
States always intended that they would receive this education without 

any interruption whatsoever. 

These are problems that are new because circumstances have 
changed. I have every confidence, knowing the fairmindedness on 
the part of the members of this committee, many of whom served with 
me on other reesponsibilities in the Congress, that equity will be done 
and justice will be served because I know of the heart and the minds of 
the members of this committee. 

I want tothank the members of the committee. 

Senator McNamara. Thank you, Senator Pastore. 

Mr. Maine, I see you have a prepared statement and you can pro- 
ceed in your own manner, sir. 


STATEMENT OF LEONARD MAINE, SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS, 
PORTSMOUTH, R. I. 


Mr. Marne. Thank you, Senator McNamara, and also my thanks 
to Senator Pastore for the encouraging introduction. As a witness 
may I say I have enjoyed hearing the members of the subcommittee 
make statements on points that I came here to raise? 
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My name is Leonard Maine. I am superintendent of schools, Ports- 
mouth, R. I., located in the Newport Naval District. 

To Chairman McNamara and members of the Senate Education 
Subcommittee, | express appreciation for the opportunity to testify on 
H. R. 11378 and proposed amendments. 

Portsmouth has participated in Public Law 874 since 1951. Ports- 
mouth received a partial payment for an entitlement under title IT 
of Public Law 815. Portsmouth has had three projects approved and 
payments made under title III, Public Law 815. ‘This is my seventh 
presentation to a House or Senate subcommittee on this legislation. 
Backgrounding this presentation is a meeting with the school super- 
intendents of Rhode Island impacted districts, a conference in New 
York City last November 20 that included representatives of North- 
east States, a conference in Washington between representatives from 
30 impacted districts from throughout the United States, testimony 
before the House subcommittee while H. R. 11378 was in work. 

Congress has extended Public Laws 874 and 815 periodically and has 
amended them to adjust to changing needs. 

H. ft. 11378 as passed incorporated several amendments. However, 
three additional needed amendments were in work prior to floor de- 
bate on H. R. 11378. For tactical reasons, Congressmen preparing 
amendments were asked to withhold introduction. E xcept for Mr. 
Wainwright of New York, this was done; Mr. Wainwright wanted his 
proposals i in the record. It was understood that amendments would 
be offered in the Senate. Additional amendments needed are: 


ADDITIONAL AMENDMENTS TO H.R. 118378 NEEDED 


1. Liberalize Public Law 815 to make payments to districts that have 
experienced substantial impact but have not qualified because of re- 
quirements within 2-year application periods. (Superintendent Har- 
mon Bradford, of Long Branch, N. J. will present details in connec- 
tion with this need.) 

2. Provide for payments to districts experiencing diminishing im- 
pact under Public Law 874. (Fred Shore, East Meadow, Long Is- 
land, N. Y.; William caine Stratford, Conn., will present testi- 
mony supporting the need for such an amendment. ) 

Added payment per pupil to heavily impacted districts that re- 
ceive a considerable number of new pupils not provided for in local 
budgets and are not eligible for State aid until the following year. 
(Oscar Rose, of Midwest City, Okla. will make the case for this 
amendment. ) 

AMENDMENT TO PUBLIC LAW 815 


During the function of Public Law 815, because of requirements 
within application periods, it has been possible for a district to meet 
non-Federal growth requirements and experience a 12, 13, or even 14 
percent federally connected increase and not qualify for construction 
funds. Conversely, it is possible that another district, more for- 
tunate in conditions of growth, could have 12, 11, or even 10 percent 
federally connected increase and qualify for funds during two appli- 

cation periods. To illustrate this point using Rhode Island as an ex- 
sale. heavily impacted districts such as my own, I ortsmouth, also 
Middletown and North Kingstown, have qualified for projects under 
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each 2-year application period and would not benefit from the pro- 
posed amendment. 

Other districts such as East Greenwich, Jamestown, and Newport 
have qualified during one application period. It would be possible 
for these districts to qualify under this concept provided that they 
experienced sufficient saat and federally connected increase 
during the periods from which they did not receive payment. Other 
Rhode Island districts that are receiving Public Law 874 payments 
during 1957 and 1958 have qualified for no school construction funds 
and yet have sufficient percentages of federally connected children as 
follows: 

Percentage federally connected children 


Girisstewn. 2.6 3 _.. 10.8 | South Kingston ______ scales 12.0 
I a pa cee, Ak sel bk sos ees mers 10.9 
cela i a dg 11. 4| Warwick__--_-_-_- ee ee 
Hopkinton__________. retin 7.9] Westerly______- a sitet 8.4 
i ln i ts as _ 16.3 | West Greenwich Ee einige 
NS REE TR oe ie Ce ee - 1>7 Wat Warwick... ....__. 9.0 


Under the present law to receive payment a district must experience 
a non-Federal growth of 314 percent per year for the 2-year applica- 
tion period and show a 5-percent increase of federally connected 
pupils. Also the district must have unhoused schoolchildren. 

An impact is an impact whether it occurs during 2, 4, or 6 years. 
When children appear they must be housed. If housing is not avail- 
able the class size must be increased or double sessions established. 
Such conditions are detrimental to learning. Congress intended Pub- 
lic Law 815 to provide funds to relieve local taxpayers from the 
dilemma of damaging the education of children or burdening local 
taxpayers with construction costs rightfully the responsibility of the 
Federal Government. 

To a school district the expense of providing housing for federally 
connected children is the same whether the children appear during 
a 2-year or a 6-year period. It seems only fair that a district needing 
housing for federally connected children should receive funds under 
Public Law 815 and that Congress take the necessary steps to make 
this possible. 

The need for such an amendment could become evident only as the 
program matured. We now have sufficient experience with the law 
to know that the need exists. 

During previous considerations of this proposal it has been main- 
tained by representatives of the Federal Office of Education that such 
an amendment would “change the law.” 

The purpose of the law is to meet the problems of the federally 
impacted districts. Congress has demonstrated its concurrence with 
this purpose frequently through amendments. Even the administra- 
tive setup would be little disturbed by a procedure somewhat as 
follows: 


PROCEDURE PROPOSED 


1. Establish this amendment as a separate section of the law. 

2. Call for applications during periods and cutoff dates established 
by the Commissioner of Education. 

3. Applicants under this section must have substantiated pupil 
records such as previous application under Public Laws 874 and 815. 
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Applicants should be limited to using years since title III, Public Law 
815 became effective. Children unclaimed under title II could qualify 
if still unhoused. The number of children for whom the district was 
paid under other sections would be deducted. 

The Rhode Island districts listed have adequate percentages of Fed- 
erally connected children to qualify for payment provided that they 
have also experienced a 314 percent per year non-Federal growth for 
each year of an application period, and, have unhoused schoolchildren. 

The intent of this section is to remove discrimination against feder- 
ally impacted districts because of the time factor presently in effect. 

To have order during the early stages of this program it might be 
reasonable to work from a percentage higher than 5 percent in order to 

ualify. 
’ . PUBLIC LAW 874—DIMINISHING IMPACT 


At the Northeast Conference in New York on November 20, two 
patterns of diminishing impact were identified that indicated needed 
amendments to Public Law 874. 

Several Long Island districts qualified for Public Law 874 payments 
for a number of years. The same number of federally connected 
children continued in school. Additional home construction increased 
non-Federal growth and thereby reduced the percentage of federally 
connected people. In some instances, I am told, this percentage fluctu- 
ates over and below the necessary 3 percent of federally connected 
pupils to qualify. 

Bridgeport, Conn.: Lycoming, a division of Avco Aircraft, laid off 
500 employees. The children of the employees continued in school. 
The same expenses of education occurred. Under the present law the 
children oie not qualify for payment under Public Law 874. The 
full effect of this instance is not known; however, Stratford, Conn., 89 
families related to employees had 101 pupils in school. This propor- 
tion carried out on the basis that each family had 1 person employed 
indicated that 500 children became ineligible for payment. 


AMENDMENTS NEEDED TO PUBLIC LAW 874 


The amendment or amendments needed to deal with such situations 
appears to be as follows: 

(a) Children remaining in school are countable until parents are 
reemployed under nondefense conditions. 

(6) The school district facing a diminishing or fluctuating impact 
could have a choice as follows: 

(1) To accept payments of 75, 50, and 25 percent annually of 
their last Public lan 874 payment over a 3-year period. 

(2) Payment for federally connected children actually in 
school for 2 years. 

(3) Full payment of a sum equal to the last entitlement for 1 
year after the loss of the 3 percent necessary to qualify and one- 
half payment for the second year. 

[ thank the committee for this opportunity to testify. Several col- 
leagues will elaborate these problems. 

I would like to call the attention of this subcommittee to the Con- 
gressional Record of April 23, 1958, on page 6348, wherein Mr. Wain- 
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wright proposed an amendment that would correct this situation that 
exists with regard to the function of Public Law 815. 

Mr. Wainwright’s amendment is included with my testimony as 
being correct language to effect the needed amendment. It has been 
checked after conference with Senate legislative counsel. Also in- 
cluded is a definition of satisfactory substantiating data for applica- 
tion under this section as follows: Acceptable substantiating data is 
contained in applications filed under Public Laws 874 and/or 815 that 
have been approved for payment by the United States Office of 
Education. 

(The amendment referred to follows :) 


Mr. WarnwreicuHt. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

“Amendment offered by Mr. Wainwright: On page 9, between lines 19 and 20, 
insert : 

“Sec. 6. (a) A loeal educational agency shall be entitled to a payment under 
this section if, during a period designated as provided in subsection ( ), the 
number of children who reside on Federal property or with a parent employed 
on Federal property increased by an amount equal to 5 percent of the number 
of all children who were in the average daily membership of the schools of such 
agency during the regular school year immediately preceding the designated 
period: Provided, That children residing on any housing property which, prior 
to sale or transfer by the United States, was considered to be Federal property 
for the purposes of this act, shall not be considered as having been federally con- 
nected in determining the eligibility of the local educational agency under this 
section. Payments made under this section shall be in addition to payments 
made under other sections of this act. 

“*(bh) Subject to the limitations in subsections (c) and (d). the total of 
the payments to a local educational agency under this section may not exceed 
the sum of the following: 

**(1) The estimated increase. during the period designated as provided in 
subsection (e), in the number of children residing on Federal property with a 
parent employed on Federal property (situated in whole or in part in the same 
State as the school district of such agency or within reasonable commuting dis- 
stanee from such school district). multiplied by 95 percent of the average per 
pupil eost of constructing minimum school facilities in the State in which the 
school district of such ageney is situated, and 

**(2) The estimated increase, during the period designated as provided in 

subsection ( ), in the number of children residing on Federal property, or 
residing with a parent employed on Federal property (situated in whole or in 
part in the same State as the school district of such agency or within reasonable 
communting distance from such school district). 
In computing for any local educational agency the number of children in an 
increase under paragraph (1) or (2), the estimated number of children described 
in such paragraph who will be in the membership of the schools of such agency 
at the close of the period designated as provided in subsection (e) shall be 
compared with the estimated number of children who will be in the average daily 
membership of the schools of such agency during the regular school year imme- 
diately preceding the beginning of such period. 

“*(c) If (1) the estimated number of non-federally connected children who 
will be in the membership of the schools of a local educational agency at the 
close of the period designated as provided in subsection (e) is less than (2) a 
percentage of the number of such children who were in the average daily member 
ship of such agency during the regular school year immediately preceding the 
beginning of the period designated as provided in subsection (e) computed by 
multiplying such number by a percentage arrived at by adding to 100 nercent. 
3.5 percent for each regular school year in such designated period, then the total 
number of children counted for purposes of subsection (b) with resnect to such 
agency shall be reduced by the difference between (1) and (2) hereof. For 
purposes of this subsection, all children in the membership of a local educational 
agency shall be counted as nonfederally connected children except children whose 
membership in the regular school year immediately preceding the beginning 
of such designated period and during such period was compared in computing an 
increase which meets the requirements of subsection (a). 
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“*(d) The total number of children counted by a local educational agency 
under subsection (b), after any reduction required by subsection (c) shall be 
reduced by the number of any such children with respect to whom payments have 
already been made under section 5. A child shall not be considered as not having 
been counted because the application of subsection (d) of section 5 resulted in a 
reduction of the number of children counted for purposes of subsection (a) of 
such section. 

“*(e) Each local educational agency which applies for payments under this 
section shall designate, as the period with respect to which the payment is to be 
made, a period consisting of specified, consecutive, regular school years. The 
period as designated may not include (1) any regular school year earlier than 
the 1951-52 school year, (2) any regular school year later than the regular 
school year immediately following the school year during which the application 
is filed, or (3) any regular school year designated in any prior application filed 
under this section on the basis of which payments have been made. 

“*(f) No payment may be made to any local educational agency under sub- 
section (b) except upon application therefor which is submitted through the 
appropriate State educational agency and is filed with the Commissioner in 
accordance with regulations prescribed by him, and which meets the requirements 
of section 7 (b) (1). In determining the order in which such applications shall 
be approved, the Commissioner shall consider the relative educational and 
financial needs of the local educational agencies which have submitted approvable 
applications. No payment may be made under subsection (b) unless the Com- 
missioner finds, after consultation with the State and local educational agencies, 
that the project or projects with respect to which it is made are not inconsistent 
with overall State plans for the construction of school facilities. All determina- 
tions made by the Commissioner under this section shall be made only after 
eonsultation with the appropriate State educational agency and the local 
educational agency. 

“*(g) Amounts paid by the Commissioner to local educational agencies under 
subsection (b) may be paid in advance or by way of reimbursement for work 
performed or purchases made as provided in the application, and may be paid 
in such installments as the Commissioner may determine. Any funds paid to a 
local educational agency and not expended or otherwise used for the purposes 
for which paid shall be repaid to the Treasury of the United States. 

“*(h) There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such amounts as may 
be necessary to carry out this section, and the amounts so appropriated shall 
remain available until expended. 

“*(i) None of the provisions of sections 1 to 11, both inclusive, other than this 


section and section 7 (b) (1), shall apply with respect to determinations made 
under this section.’ 


“Renumber the sections which follow and references to them accordingly.” 

Mr. Marne. I thank you very much. 

Senator McNamara. Thank you very much. 

Are there any questions ? 

Senator Purren.. Well, your chief testimony has been in relation to 
Public Law 815. 

Mr. Marner. Simply because I thought you covered the ground too 
well for me to waste any of your time. 

Senator Purrers. I would like to point out that it was mentioned, 
and at the time I should have further questioned the Assistant Secre- 
tary, but they mentioned subsection 3 (f). 

If I am correct—I do not have a copy of the law before me— 
that allows the Commissioner to waive the requirements under certain 
conditions. 

Mr. Marne. Forthe present year; yes. 

Senator Purrert. So that does not meet the situation that I out- 
lined and that will be outlined further, I believe, by other witnesses. 

Mr. Marne. I hope so. In fact, one of my functions here is to set 
up testimony of William Hammond, from Stratford; Frederick Shore, 
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from East Meadow, Long Island, and Harmon Bradford, from Long 
Branch, N. J. We represent the Northeast group of States as a group. 
We have tried to coordinate our testimony in order to save time. 

I thank you very much. 

Senator McNamara. Thank you, Mr. Maine. 

The next witness is Mr. Harmon M. Bradford, of Long Branch, N. J. 

Senator Surru of New Jersey. As the witness comes from my State, 
I want to welcome him cordially and say that I will listen with 
interest to his testimony. 

Mr. Bradford, I am very glad to see you. 


STATEMENT OF HARMON M. BRADFORD, SUPERINTENDENT, LONG 


BRANCH PUBLIC SCHOOLS, LONG BRANCH, MONMOUTH COUNTY, 

N. J. 

Mr. Braprorp. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I 
thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today to support 
House bill No. 11378, legislation which is designed to extend Public 
Laws 874 and 815. 

My name is Harmon M. Bradford. I am superintendent of the 
Long Branch public schools in Long Branch, Monmouth County, N. J. 

Long Branch is a community of 23,000, according to the last census. 
We believe we number approximately 27,000 at the present time. 

Many people live in Long Branch who are connected with Fort 
Monmouth and other nearby Federal installations as soldiers, as stu- 
dent soldiers at the various schools operated at Fort Monmouth who 
are not enumerated in the census, as well as others who are civilian 
employees engaged in scientific work for the Signal Corps Laboratories 
and its associated agencies, located in Monmouth County. 

In addition to speaking for my own district, I wish to present the 
views of superintendents and boards in a circumstance similar to our 
own all over the State of New Jersey. 

I wish to testify to the value of Public Law 874 in alleviating some 
of the strain caused by substantial school population growth in areas 
affected by Federal installations. 

I wish to urge its renewal through the passage by the Senate of 
H. R. 11378. This legislation has been urged by school superin- 
tendents and has been endorsed by local and national chambers of 
commerce, municipal officials, boards of education, the New Jersey 
Education Association, the New Jersey Federated Boards of Edu- 
cation, the New Jersey State Department of Education, and the Gov- 
ernor of our State in addition to many individuals interested in the 
quality of education being offered our children. 


FEDERAL IMPACT IN NEW JERSEY 


New Jersey now has a total of 71 Federal installations which quali- 
fy under Public Laws 874 and 815 for assistance to local schools. 
These installations range in size from that of Fort Monmouth down 
to a single Government-owned ae. 

Eighteen of these New Jersey installations are near enough to Long 
Branch for us to have pupils because of them and, additionally, seven 
over the line in New York are also near enough for us to have pupils 
in our schools whose parents work regularly at New York installations. 
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The $144 million received in current expense aid under Public Law 
874 in New Jersey this last year was but four-tenths of 1 percent of 
the $341 million spent for current expense in the State in 1956-57. 

The four-tenths of 1 percent is no measure of the importance 
of this legislation to individual districts, because in 1956-57 11 dis- 
tricts ranged from 26 to 75 percent federally connected pupils; 9 
districts ranged from 21 to 25 percent federally connected pupils; 12 
districts ranged from 15 to 20 percent federally connected pupils; 15 
ranged from 10 to 15 percent federally connected pupils; and 36 
ranged from 5% 9 federally connected pupils. 

The same legislation, H. R. 11378 renews Public Law 815 legis- 
lation which provides building aid for districts which are federally 
affected and which, additionally, have pupils “housed” as defined in 
the law. 

This legislation also has done much good in meeting emergency 
situations in various parts of the country and should be renewed. 


IMPROVEMENTS IN PUBLIC LAW 815 URGED 


However, in the case of Public Law 815, the situation which con- 
fronts New Jersey school districts with heavy Federal impact is such, 
in the opinion of the school superintendents who have made a study 
of this situation, as to merit amendment to help school districts to 
meet continuing and unsatisfied needs more adequately than does 
the present law. 

The student population growth in Long Branch over the course of 
the last few years has been steady and substantial; to a very large 
degree has been of the settlement in Long Branch of many people who 
have come to the fort and other nearby Federal installations to work. 

Because of this increase in population, Long Branch has built a 
7-room addition to a 2-room school, a new 7-room school in the south 
end of the city, a new 7-room school in the north end of the city, a 
6-room addition to another elementary school, and has doubled the size 
of the high school until it now accommodates 1,600 pupils in grades 9 
to 12. 

We are still faced with the necessity of building for the purpose 
of caring for the increasing numbers coming to us. Our resources 
have been exhausted by the building already done. 

We are paying 4.9 percent for our borrowing for the last building 
project, the addition to the high school. 

Although we have a heavy Federal impact ranging from 22 to 28 
percent from year to year, it has not been possible for this community 
to qualify for building aid under Public Law 815. 

Long Branch is not alone in this circumstance as is shown by ma- 
terial which will follow. Nor is New Jersey alone in this circum- 
stance for, at the time of the passage of 11378 in the House, Repre- 
sentative Wainwright, of New York, endeavored to have an amend- 
ment passed which would take care of such situations. 


PAYMENTS TO DISTRICTS HAVING SUBSTANTIAL INCREASE 


I urge the passage of an amendment to 815 which will provide for 
ayment to a school district which has not qualified for assistance in 
uilding construction under the provisions of Public Law 815 by 
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reason of insufficient federally connected pupil increase and/or insuf- 
ficient nonfederally connected pupil increase between certain cutoff 
dates since Public Law 815 became law, and which has had substan- 
tial federally connected increase and substantial nonfederally con- 
nected increase over all or a part of the period since Public Law 815 
became law. 

Provided the district has presently enrolled substantially increased 
numbers of pupils of both categories, the school district should be able 
to qualify for payment disregarding the restriction imposed by cutoff 
dates or termination periods of the law as it now stands. There 
should exist a present need for additional building facilities to house 
properly the pupils of the district to qualify. : 

According to the Seventh Annual Report of the United States Com- 
missioner of Education on the administration of Public laws 874 and 
§15, page 134, during 1957 there were 10 applicants from New Jersey. 
Of the 10 applicants, 7 were declared to be ineligible. Of the total 
of 400 who were declared to be eligible from the United States, there 
were but 3 from the State of New Jersey. 

The same report, on page 132, reports that total funds reserved 
under titles IT, ITI, and 1V of Public Law 815, as amended, amount to 
$656,322,477. Of this sum, New Jersey school district have been able 
to qualify for $6,999,452. 

Yet there are 66 school districts of the 567 school districts in New 
Jersey which in 1956-57 had more than 5 percent of federally con- 
nected pupils. 

In release HE W-H67, dated May 2, 1958, New Jersey and New 
York received no allocations among the 128 newly authorized projects 
totaling $23,966,444, or the 11 increased allotments of $1,239,150. 

In Monmouth County, 30 of the 50 districts had over 5 percent 
impact in the school year 1956-57. Sixteen of the 30 had over 10 
percent federally connected pupils in that year. 

Yet only 9 of the 30 districts have ever been able to qualify for 
building aid under Public Law 815. These districts are Shrewsbury 
Township, Shrewsbury Borough, Ocean Township, Wall Township, 
Middletown Township, Eatontown, Oceanport, Fair Haven, and West 
Long Branch. 

EFFECT OF ELIMINATING 3 (B) CATEGORY 


It appears that there has been some sentiment against the liberal- 
ization of benefits under this legislation to communities which are 
adjacent to Federal installations, but which do not have within their 
school district boundaries the Federal property on which the parents 
of pupils are employed. 

These are so-called 3-B pupils. The effect of the elimination of 
3-B pupils would be of distinct and additional disadvantage to New 
Jersey and New York school districts. 

In some sections of the country, notably the southern portion, be- 
ginning with Delaware and moving on through the South, county 
systems of schools are the predominating units. The predominating 
units of schools in the States of New Jersey and New York are, com- 
pared to the ones mentioned in the South, small in area. 

For example, Monmouth County, N. J., has 50 school districts, 
whereas if Monmouth County were located in the South the whole 
county would comprise a single school district. 





| 
| 
| 


Se rset 





FEDERALLY IMPACTED AREAS 69 


How, then, could it be considered equitable for a district located 
in the South of the size of Monmouth C ‘ounty to receive great benefits 
because an installation like Fort Monmouth and its satellite installa- 
tions is located “within” the school district, while, in contrast, in New 
Jersey a county like Monmouth with 50 school districts in number 
around Fort Monmouth the personnel working on that base would 
carry with them no ameliorating benefit to the local school districts 
encharged with the responsibility of providing education of the chil- 
dren of the persons employed on that base ? 

This same feature of organization works to the disadvantage of 
New Jersey and New York in the application of Public Law 815. 

Logic has been seen in the elimination of the original 3-percent 
absorption clause from Public Law 874. Yet in the instance of Public 
Law 815 the continued higher figures for base years, as one 2-year 
period follows another, effects a continual and progressive absorption 
on the part of the districts where the impact is gradual rather than 
sporadic and acute. 

As opposed to a district in which the impact is sudden and the 
children are on double session—or in inadequate housing for a period 
of time during which they constitute a large and sudden impact upon 
the district—the districts which have had continuing increases of 
both federally connected and nonfederally connected pupils over the 
years are left with the responsibility for continual absorption. 

It is the contention of the superintendents in federally affected 
districts, particularly in New York and New Jersey districts, that 
this problem needs to be met by providing assistance. 


FLUCTUATION IN PUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENT BODY 


One important point disregarded by the Public Law 815 legisla- 
tion is the fluctuation in the public school student body caused by 
military schools. 

For example, during the 10 are of 1955-56 school year, the 
lowest pupil count in Long Branch, N. J., was in June, 801. 

The highest was in December, 855. 

In 1956-57 the lowest was June, with 813, but the highest, October, 
showed 940. 

This year we have had as many as 978 for whom classrooms and 
teachers had to be provided, but will again have a dropoff by June. 

Schools have to take care of pupils when the pupils arrive, and 
cannot compress them into an average daily statistic for purposes 
of teaching and housing. 

Either allowances should be made for the fluctuation by the Com- 
missioner, or the high-low figures should be used to determine eligi- 
bility. 

Gentlemen, as of April 30 of this year we had in our classrooms 985 
pupils who were federally connected. In addition, we had 213 addi- 
tional federally connected pupils at one time or another during the 
vear in our classrooms. 

We were again short of qualifying for aid in providing facilities 
this time by 35 pupils. 

Your consideration of a revision which will make it possible for 
districts undergoing continuous and substantial Federal impact over 
the period covered since the inception of this legislation and which, 
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despite effort, still must use substandard facilities, will be deeply 
appreciated by New Jersey people. 

Senator Smrru of New Jersey. Do I understand you supported 
the Wainwright amendment in the House, in the House hearings? Is 
that true? 

Mr. Braprorp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Sarita of New Jersey. Will you offer that here as your 
proposal for amending this law ? 

Mr. Braprorp. Yes, sir. I would like to offer it in extension of these 
remarks, as an amendment to the law. 

Senator Smrru of New Jersey. I would like to suggest, Mr. Chair- 
man, that the witness be allow ed to do th: at, so that we will have in 
the record his recommendations as to the amendments. 

Senator McNamara. Without objection, the record will show the 
Wainwright amendment. 

(The document referred to appears on p. 64.) 

Senator Smrru of New Jersey. In order to clarify one statement by 
the witness, on page 4, where he refers to HEW-H67, dated May 2, 
1958, I would like to ask that the whole of that release be published in 
connection with the witness’ statement, to show very clearly that the 
States of New Jersey and New York received no allocations among 
the more than $25 million worth of newly authorized projects for 
classroom construction in federally impacted areas. 

Senator McNamara. Without objection, it will be so included. 

(The release HE W-H67 referred to follows :) 


[For release Friday, May 2, 1958] 
UNITED States DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EpUCATION, AND WELFARI 
OFFICE OF EDUCATION 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Allocations of more than $25 million in Federal funds to help finance con- 
struction or urgently needed classrooms for children living on or near Federal 
installations were announced today by Lawrence G. Derthick, United States 
Commissioner of Education. 

Congress extended the present program to June 30, 1959, and recently appro- 
priated a total of $56,950,000 under the extension to aid in the construction of 
classrooms in local areas affected by Federal activities. 

The new allocations will assist 155 school districts of 31 States, Alaska, Guam, 
and Hawaii. Newly authorized projects total $23,966,444 ; expansion of previously 
approved projects total $1,239,150. 

The remainder of the current appropriation will be allocated in the near future, 
the Office of Education said. 

It is estimated that local communities receiving these funds will add from 30 
to 40 percent to the Federal allotments and substantially increase the amount 
spent for construction of urgently needed classroom facilities. 


State and school district 


Alabama: Amount allocated 
Huntsville City School District, Huntsville, Madison County_.__ $488, 708 
Enterprise City Board of Education, Enterprise, Coffee County_-_ 100, 800 
Madison County Board of Education, Huntsville, Madison 

aS a nalinctalinne ecco 218, 704 
Decatur School District, Decatur, Morgan County. -----~---- 175, 950 
Athens School District, Athens, Limestone County____.-_------ 26, 55 

Arizona: 

School District No. 89 of Maricopa County, Peoria, Maricopa 
I hia hh i in hth cs ke chcabneloebhbie 162, 602 


Cartwright School District No. 83, Phoenix, Maricopa County_-_- 35, 175 


- 
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State and school district 
California : Amount allocated 
Orcutt Union School District, Orcutt, Santa Barbara County_.._ $41, 180 
Monterey Union High School District, Monterey, Monterey 

MPI 5 tava seinmscn tate oe-cisiniencaaeaeparciaiadvigvcabacn iirc one teiae aaa 169, 8382 
Santa Maria School District, Santa Maria, Santa Barbara 

a eee a eee Se ee Si 163, 350 
Livermore School District, Livermore, Alameda County_.____-- 171, 820 
Palmdale School District, Palmdale, Los Angeles County______-_ 279, 740 
Folsom Joint Unified School District, Folsom, Sacramento 

RII a eecticdasccheeceerinlaibanet ts MIRE Rake tien tone bettie de nbc taladalan ts takes 130, 640 
Antelope Valley Joint Union High School District, Lancaster, 

ee me ee stbipeaseresinls cachaeabin cates 262, 700 
Santa Ana High School District, Santa Ana, Orange County_-_~ 140, 425 
Westminster Elementary School District, Westminster, Orange 

oad Fives aot ecimicenin es derbies tain Sie a eet ens. 3 sti skein 292, 435. 
Shasta Lake Union School District, Central Valley, Shasta 

RII ciincsasuscnnciininsmananc acaba abansdadile ty <item ES le tease dese 6, 165 
Center School District, Vacaville, Solano County____..___-.--__ 66, 101 
Wilsona School District, Lancaster, Los Angeles County____--__- 10, 275 
Santa Maria Joint Union High School District, Santa Maria, 

Sn en a ease ea tc eenheiaaininds See 77, 390 
Wheatland School District, Wheatland, Yuba County____-_-___ 455, 620 
Orangevale Union School District, Orangevale, Sacramento 

ei ehihiek hs tlietie ih abcess addy sate amid metab 109, 340 
Los Alamitos Elementary School District, Los Alamitos, Orange 

NN ask eas add hs i di eh pied anee peed ee senieaeeebe 49, 700 
American River Junior College District, Del Paso Heights, Sac- 

I AN orcs ose nit etn damee deine -apbecadnem 88, 365 
Fair Oaks School District, Fair Oaks, Sacramento County__-_- 34, 790 
Muroe Unified School District, Edwards, Kern County 47, 286 


Lakeside Union School District, Lakeside, San Diego County___ 
Grossmont Union High School District, Grossmont, San Diego 
I i leds heen Seed le Die aba been onan <ebvoiugeieid t eedeinmepiptahee 
Vista Unified School District, Vista, San Diego County____--_- 
Adelanto School District, Adelanto, San Bernardino County___- 
Vaca Valley Union School District, v acaville, Solano County__-_ 
Lancaster School District, Lancaster, Los Angeles County__-_-_~- 
Mscondido Union School District, Escondido, San Diego County_ 
Magnolia School District, Anaheim, Orange County_____-___--~- 
Highland School District, Highland, San Bernardino________~- 
Ramona Unified School District, Ramona, San Diego County__-_- 
Colorado: 
School District No. 20, Colorado Springs, El Paso County_-~-~~ 
Adams-Arapahoe Joint School District No. 28, Aurora, Adams- 
BERR DOG ) CROCE ons ccc Riker ite ew ce pe eee men bi ec 
School District No. 20, Colorado Springs, El Paso County 
School District No. 11, Colorado Springs, El Paso County 
Florida: 
Board of Public Instruction for Seminole County, Sanford, Semi- 
PGE. TR es i acc te dime eaedecad Sbubbeo beeen abies ia need Eaton eae 
Brevard County Board of Public Instruction, Titusville, Brevard 
eis asin ecins iuuphe teeta alo chaelieecek dehtotenss pe dns cetenseck ip ak lebi ach aioe 
Clay County Board of Public Instruction, Green Cove Springs, 
FR Rie isis sieves ventdh esinapleaseomenialiesidaimapenagimas si antnanciaiowmeeinaieeeaaetees 
Board of Public Instruction of Hillsborough County, Tampa, Hills- 
Downe Ces ne. oa a gud eee 
Board of Public Instruction of Pinellas C ounty, Clearwater, Pinel- 
I I hihi et ee acts ace eng Bd elo lo ioe nak os iesdemeni eatin 
Georgia: 
Houston County Board of Education, Perry, Houston County_-__- 
Muscogee County School District, Columbus, Muscogee County___- 
Idaho: 
Joint Class A School District 111, Arco, Butte County__________ 
Snake River Class A School District No. 52, Moreland, Bingham 
rR theres srenceineataicn epccmtsianietionmarapahaiadiad ih Misicbnapertnsnicn im lanapees taeda nde ticgictaliot said a 
Independent Class A School District No. 6, Mountain Home, El- 
more County 


7 


58, 220 


260, 570 
78, 100 
23, 430 
72, 420 

173, 240 
84, 490: 
30, 530 
30, 530 
28, 400 


145, 939 
314, 880 
231, 193 
560, 880: 
41, 830 
268, 823 
9, 650 


183, 785 


138,.395 


139,500 
169, 650: 


32, 500 
31, 020 


80, 500 
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State and school district 


Tllinois: Amount atlocated 


Rantoul City Schools, District 137, Rantoul, Champaign County_. 
Rantoul Township High School, District No. 193, Rantoul, Cham- 
RS ARI iad cs cnet dseecetperenscdvacwreranences pengueis 
School District No. 1, Winthrop Harbor, Lake © Jounty. 
Indiana: 
Metropolitan School District, Calumet Township, Gary, Lake 
County__-- iS Ad inh nod dictates 
Hobart Township Schooi ‘District, Hast Gary, Luke County__ 
School, city of Hobart, Hobart, Lake County_-__- detsialandodel 
Portage Township School Corp., Bast Gary, Porter ¢ ‘ounty___- 
Kansas: 
Se 08 District No. 6, Derby Public Schools, Derby, Sedgwick 
Counties =. oct Pini ane bhi Mista ccdebiees 
Sedgwick County Common Se ‘hool District No. 15,  Wic hita, Sedg- 
ent ech. cet 
School District No. 11, Gardner, Johnson C ounty- atlanta 
Louisiana: Ward 7, Ward Wide School District, Leesville, Vernon 
Parish. __..- aia b cides beeen be 
Maryland: Board of Education of Anne Arundel County, Annapolis, 
Anne Arundel County_-_-_- 
Massachusetts : 
Town of Hanover School District, Hanover, Plymouth County 
Town of Littleton School District, Littleton, Middlesex County- 
Maine : 
Town of Brunswick School Department, Brunswick, Cumberland 
County-_-_._.- eublabld eddies 
Town of Topsham School Department, “Topshi um, Sagadahoc 
Ors ob ae 
Michigan : 
School District of the City of Garden City, Garden City, Wayne 
County bis dashed hal 
Forsyth School District No. 7, Gwinn, Marquette County_ 
Lake Shore Public Schools, St. Clair Shores, Macomb County-__- 
Mississippi : 
Jackson County School District, Pascagoula, Jackson County 
Moss Point Municipal Separate School District, Moss Point, 
SC 97 ee ahaendiois rea 
Biloxi Municipal Separate School District, Biloxi, Harrison 
County___--- : se E¢ wth cok 
Gulfport Municipal Separate School ‘District, Gulfport, Harri- 
son County 
Missouri : 
Belton School District No. 124, Belton, Cass County ra 
Dixon Reorganized R—-1 School District, Dixon, Pulaski (¢ ‘ounty 
Montana: School District No. 2, Pryor, Big Horn County i 
Nebraska : School District, city of 'Believ ue, Bellevue, Sarpy County_- 
New Mexico: 
zas Cruces School District No. 2, Las Cruces, Dona Ana County— 
Farmington Municipal School District No. 5, Farmington, San 
Juan County cbs pipe 
School District No. 2, Aztec, San Juan County____- ne ee 
Albuquerque Municipal School District, en Berna 
lillo County : jie 
Clovis Municipal School District No. 1, ¢ ‘lovis, © urry Cc ounty 
Los Lunas Municipal School District No. 1, Los Lunas, Va- 
lencia County- ‘i 
North Dakota: Larimore Special School District No. 44, Larimore, 
Grand Forks County 
Oklahoma : 
Locust Grove Independent School District No. 17, Locust Grove, 
I il alae died 
Independent School District No. 8 Lawton, Comanche County— 
Altus Independent School District No. 18, Altus, Jackson 


$225, 


48, 
19, 


720 


444 
800 


296, 460 


200, 


177, 


191, 


320, : 


40, 
50, 58 


475 
390 


362 


, 410 
, 700 


2, 300 


, 040 


». TSO 


724 


000 
, 000 


58, 240 


46. 


14, 
19, 


16, 
146, 


278. 


3, 450 


9, 565 


731 
715 
620 
568 


625 


970 


, 290 
, 000 
, 650 
7, 120 


2, 770 


255 


, 000 
, 500 


278, 919 
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Oklahoma—Continued Amount allocated 


Independent School District. No. 16, Hulbert, Cherokee 
PN x onc sc detegy ince aati erpeh oc cap ieiame eines adda wiatielnahiedis 
Independent School District No. 52, Midwest City, Okla- 
homa County H 
Independent School District No. 8, Lawton, Comanche County _- 
Independent School District No. 21, Springer, Carter County__- 
Putnam City Independent School District No. 1, Oklahoma City, 
mene Somme So ei aes Ss 
Oregon: Redmond School District No. 2CJ, Redmond, Deschutes 
a eh ie le a ae 
Rhode Island: Middletown School District, Middletown, Newport 
ET wkend + eels —seueett.aietal? trate ccaettens 
Seuth Carolina: 


Summerville School District No. 2, Summerville, Dorchester 
OI arene cede iecvisn sn weiasnkie timings i acmee bint Es Ruiacl tt Bi CIN BE: oc St 
School District No. 2 of Richland County, Columbia, Richland 
ON ira hiairtijin tee nth ad Rinhie rie Seca TA athens tte dls cmamndcikdé 
Beaufort County School District No. 1, Beaufort, Beaufort 
I iii ih at aa a i a EA ee 


Horry County Attendance Area No. 6, C onway, Horry County__ 
Sumter County School District No. 2, Sumter, Sumter County__ 
Horry County School District, Attendance Area No. 8, Conway, 
On GM LE Os aes a ee eee lt 
South Dakota: 
Wagner Independent School District No. 99, Wagner 
Mix County Eeacateeiccin 
Shannon County Common School District, Pine Ridge, 
RUNG oo Baar a a ee Gi a él 
Todd County Independent School District, Mission, Todd 
OI a ac art tertnig adi eg ee a 
Tennessee: Murfreesboro City Board of Education, 
Rutherford County 
Texas: 
Natalia Independent School District, Natalia, Medina County 
South San Antonio Independent School District, San Antonio, 
Or cn a ease cee ieee re ee 


Flour Bluff Independent Se hool District, Corpus Christi, Nueces 
RN iad 5 ek ehele a i ne eek as ali be oa he eda 
Copperas Cove Independent School District, Copperas Cove, 
IIE a a a ae 
North East Independent School District, San Antonio, Bexar 
I aca tel eediich beastie Se Aes cacti atest bee as adage cat asec, 
Independent School District, city of El] Paso, El Paso County 
Grand Prairie Independent School District, Grand Prairie, Dal- 
a a a es 


Edgewood Independent School District, San Antonio, Bexar 
INI Sh cn cote vende hid ob tatdaod winlonh tend beid Mice te dide.ctiok awe 
Southeast Rural High School District No. 
SO saceiscntt a sectcns ds eh dle Biceach Leek thebameted<cmibisain tee 
Abilene Independent School District, Abilene, Taylor County 
Virginia: 
County of Fairfax, Fairfax, Fairfax County......._....__.___ 
County of Prince William, Manassas, Prince William County_- 
Washington : 
Clover Park School District 400, Tacoma, Pierce County_____- 
Highline Public School District No. 401, Seattle, King County 
Mukilteo School District No. 6, Mukilteo, Snohomish County_- 
Medical Lake School District No. 326, Medical Lake, Spokane 
OO 55 RE se ie BE eh he EE te 
Wyoming: School District No. 25, Riverton, Fremont County. 
Alaska: 
Board of Education, Territory of Alaska, Juneau__- 
Palmer Independent School District, Palmer___.______________ 
Fairbanks Independent School District, Fairbanks___________~ 
North Pole School District, North Pole, 4th Division._....____ 
Kodiak Independent School District, Kodiak, 3d Judicial Dis- 
Isles ck cn seascape a au cits See ye caer aan eo ied 


, Charles 


Sha innon 


Murfreesboro, 


29, Atascosa, Bexar 


$30, 500 
48, 960 
58, 560 

4, 000 

116, 000 

10, 735 


172, 800 


67, 320 
73, 480 
649, 572 
226, 533 
101, 156 


7, 547 


45, 000 


300, 500 
890, 000 


122, 000 
208, 500 


17, 000 
152, 000 


, 489, 200 


79, 950 


166, 900 
128, 250 
104, 038 


28, 920 
105, 180 


222, oe 
81, 23 

308, 425 
43, 690 


136, 595 
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State and school district Amount allocated 
Guam: Department of Education, Territory of Guam, Agana______ $341, 220 
Territory of Hawaii: Department of public instruction, Rural Oahu 


School District, Honolulu, Honolulu County_____._.__._.___-________ 2, 288, 800 
Oe ee cena 23, 966, 444 
Increases in allocations for previously approved projects ; 
Amo 0 
State and school district oe 
Alabama: Huntsville City School District, Huntsville, Madison 
ice sg ee ere en oe eee eh be anawninnn $8, 570 
California : 
Pomerado Union School District, Poway, San Diego County_____-_ 15, 070 
Rich-Mar Union School District, San Marcos, San Diego County_- 13, 015 
I an RP nS an ewenebes apemenngeeninwsoaemce 7, 392 
Simi Valley Unified School District, Simi______._._...__..__._____- 69, 870 
Colorado: School District No. 20, Colorado Springs_______- 39, 820 
Mllinois : North Chicago Elementary School District No. 64, North Chi- 
i RRR ee eB 249, 714 
Kansas: School District No. 6, Derby Public Schools, Derby, Sedgwick 
Neen a eee nnn eee cones ean meee 417, 535 
Missouri: Consolidated School District No. 6, Arnold, Jefferson 
a Fe Le ake cist ind etace enaamere 12, 150 
Nebraska : School District, city of Lincoln, Lincoln__......__..___-_- 178, 014 
Virginia: County of Princess Anne, Princess Anne____...____---_-- 228, 000 
(ESE IANS rare oti Neti rc 2k a TS 1, 239, 150 


Senator McNamara. Are there any further comments or sugges- 
tions? 

Senator Yarsoroven. This is a very fine statement. While under 
the notation given by Superintendent Maine, you were to testify pri- 
marily for the necessity of liberalizing Public Law 815, I think that 
your statement makes out a good case for my amendment also. It 
shows the fluctuating attendance rates of these pupils or students 
or people who work for the Federal Government, and soldiers, as 
they move back and forth on assignments. You have difficulties there 
of fluctuations. 

Senator Purretu. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. I am not 
a member of the subcommittee and I am a member of the full com- 
mitee. 

Senator McNamara. We are very glad to have you here, regardless. 

Senator Purret.. I wish to thank the witness for the very fine state- 
ment he has made, and I am sure it will be helpful to the subcommittee 
and the committee. 

Senator McNamara. Indeed it will. Thank you very much. 

The next witness we have is Mr. Frederick Shore, superintendent of 
schools, East Meadow, Long Island. 

You may proceed in your own manner, and we are glad to have 
you here. I am sure your testimony will be helpful to the subcom- 
mittee. 


STATEMENT OF FREDERICK SHORE, ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT, 
EAST MEADOW PUBLIC SCHOOLS, NASSAU COUNTY, LONG ISLAND, 
N. Y. 


Mr. Snorer. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am 
Frederick Shore, administrative assistant to the superintendent of 
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schools of the East Meadow public schools, Nassau County, Long 
Island, N. Y. 

I am also representing federally impacted school districts in New 
York State. 

During fiscal 1957, 148 school districts in New York State earned 
an aggregate net entitlement of over $2,445,000 under Public Law 
874. Most of the entitlement pertained to section 3b type children, 
those who reside on private property with parents employed on Fed- 
eral property. 

Only a very small portion, less than $19,000 was paid for section 4a 
second year assistance. 

Included in the entitlement was some $284,000 for section 3a pupils, 
for 10 districts; section 3a pupils are those who reside on Federal 
property with a parent employed on Federal property. 

While this sum represented 2 percent of the total current expend- 
itures of these districts, these payments were important to the local 
taxpayers. It meant that the Federal Government had accepted its 
responsibility to these local communities through payments for the 
attendance of youngsters who were federally connected by reason of 
residence or parental employment. 


FEDERALLY CONNECTED PUPILS IN NEW YORK STATE 


The federally connected children in New York State consisted of 
1,287 section 3a and 17,856 3b pupils. The committee would be in- 
terested to know that 4 of the districts in the State had 1,099 3a children 
out of the total of 1,287, and that 3 of the section 3a districts are on 
Long Island—2 in Nassau County and 1 in Suffolk. 

These figures are the numbers of pupils in average daily attendance 
as reported as of October 15, 1957, for the fiscal year ended June 30, 
1957. The number of pupils that are actually registered and enrolled 
during the school year and for whom provision was made in the 
schools was considerably higher. 

We find that in the State of New York about 19,000 youngsters were 
claimed as federally connected, not. too large a number considering 
the fact that about 2.5 million children are educated in the public 
schools in New York State. 

In a number of the districts these federally connected children rep- 
resented a little more than 3 percent of the total number in the schools. 
In others, the percentage was more substantial. 

In many the effect on the tax rate was not too great; in others 
the nonreceipt of these Federal moneys would have meant a consid- 
erable increase in the tax rate, over and above the high tax rates that 
are already being levied for education. 


SITUATION IN NASSAU COUNTY 


To be more specific, the district which I represent is East Meadow, 
situated in Nassau County, Long Island, N. Y. East Meadow is 
adjacent to the Mitchell Air Force Base and includes within its bound- 
aries a2 Wherry housing project for 628 family units, a military 


housing project with 183 units, and a trailer park of approximately 
65 trailers. 


27907—58——6 
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This year we are educating some 420 section 3a and 525 3b young- 
sters in average daily attendance and our total average daily atten- 
dance will be : approximately 14,000. 

The interesting point in connection with these children is that their 
attendance ratio in the aggregate is not as high as that of other chil- 
dren. This is because military families experience a considerable 
turnover—in fact, as much as 50 percent in the Mitchell Manor hous- 
ing development in a year. 

This does not enable a single family unit on the average to pro- 
duce a full average daily attendance even if attendance is Slat, 
because of this turnover. 

Ten years ago less than 600 children were enrolled in the district. 
Now the figure is over 15,500; next year it will be over 17,000. In 
a few years our census shows the enrollment will be in excess of 
20,000. 


IMPACT OF KOREAN WAR 


Much of the increase is attributable to Federal activities of the 
Korean war. Thanks to Public Laws 815 and 874, East Meadow 
received over $2,136,000 in Public Law 815 assistance provided in 
1952, 1954, and 1956, which defrayed over three-quarters of the cost 
of one of our elementary schools, 21 percent of the cost of a junior 
high school, and 53 percent of the cost of an addition to an elementary 
school. 

Since 1952 the district has received $1 million in operating moneys 
under Public Law 874, sections 3 and 4. 

Without this assistance our fiscal problems would have been un- 
bearable. 

For 1956-57 our district had a net entitlement of over $128,000 in 
section 3, and was the largest recipient of the 148 districts in the 
State. This is a tax rate equivalent of 17 cents per $100 assessed 
valuation in East Meadow. 

Our neighbor, Uniondale, was second largest, with a net entitle- 
ment in 1957 of $110,000. 

Both districts educate a very substantial number of youngsters 
who reside on Federal property in connection with Mitchell Air 
Force Base and who have parents employed on the base as well as 
other military installations in the metropolitan area. 

<ast Meadow is particularly concerned with one amendment. that 
was approved by the House of Representatives whereby payments 
will be made for section 3a children without regard to whether 


or not those children constitute 3 percent of the total av erage daily 
attendance in the system. 


HOUSE AMENDMENT TO SECTION 8 (A) FAVORED 


We trust the honorable Members of the Senate will approve of 
this amendment to Public Law 874, for we think it is most equitable 
and extremely important to those districts, such as ours, who are 
educating hundreds of children residing on such property, but who 
may just miss the 3 percent requirement because of the poor atten- 
dance record of these Federal] children due to the constant rate of 
turnover at military installations. 

Such a near miss in eligibility may also be due to the large non- 
Federal growth which has ace ompanied the Federal grow th. 
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As a result, the section 3a children must be counted as section 3b 


children, under existing law, with a loss of thousands of dollars in 


payments, since the 3b rate is one-half of that of 3a. 

Once overall eligibility is established, payments should be made 
at the proper rate based upon the actual numbers present rather than 
being an all-or-nothing-at-all situation. 

If you will recall, we mentioned an average daily attendance of 
14,000; 3 percent thereof is 420, which is about the number we will 
have in aver age daily attendance this year. 


LOSSES FORESEEN 


Because of the turnover and the fact that there are no additional 
homes being built on Federal property, this average daily attendance 
remains ap proximately constant for Federal children, ut the total 
average daily attendance in the district will rise next year and with- 
out this amendment East Meadow would stand to lose over $45,000. 

The tax-rate equivalent of such a loss is over 5 cents per $100 of 
assessed valuation, since the 1958-59 assessed valuation will be ap- 
proximately $80 million. 

The school tax rate this year is $3.50 per hundred, but will approach 
4 next year. In our town, assessments are at 44 percent of the true 
value. 

A number of districts in the State have advised that they are ap- 
proaching the 3-percent minimum and may, in fact, fall below, in 
connection with section 3b children. This is primarily due to non- 
Federal growth, but also to the turnover in military and defense 
personnel, even though they may reside on privately owned property. 

Here, again, as a matter of necessity and equity there should be 
provision for an orderly fiscal adjustment when a school district ex- 
periences a reduction of federally connected pupils resulting from a 
decrease or cessation of Federal activities. Thechildren are no longer 
classified as eligible, but they are still in school. 


FAILURE TO MEET 38-PERCENT QUALIFICATION 


School districts may have been receiving section 3 payments for 
a number of years, but, suddenly, cannot meet the 3 -percent qualifying 
percentage. As a result, in such a year it would be receiving nothing, 
whereas if it had but a few more children it would receive the full 
entitlement. 

May we respectfully recommend that there be a taper in payments 
to such a district so that it will not experience a sudden loss of Federal 
payments with accompanying fiscal maladjustments. 

In other words, would it not. be equitable to have a taper to prevent 
a “sudden death” in payments? 

A few years ago provision was made in former section 46 of Public 
Law 874, for a gradual reduction of payments and this could well be 
utilized for school districts who could not longer meet the qualifying 
percentage, but who have met it for a few years previously. 


CONTINUING FEDERAL IMPACT 


Regarding Public Law 815, our district has received substantial 
help, and we are near the end of our building program. 
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However, there are a number of others, particularly on Long 
Island, and a few upstate, who have just missed qualifying under 
existing provisions in Public Law 815. 

These have had a continued impact over a period, but not enough 
to meet the specific provisions of the law as it now exists. 7 

The school districts in New York State would like to support amend- 
ments to provide construction assistance to such districts who just miss 
cutoff percents, but when measured over an extended period have a 
considerable federally impacted growth. 

In New York State, only four districts were determined to be 
eligible applicants for Public Law 815 moneys, for the 2-year period 
1956-58, and these involved 320 pupils for $288,000. 

There are many more who need the assistance, and are entitled to 
it, if this provision could be liberalized. 

Thank you for the privilege of presenting our testimony in support 
of amendment and extension of Public Laws 874 and 815 which are of 
on importance to federally impacted school districts in the United 

es. 

Senator McNamara. If I may interrupt, Senator Smith wants to 
make a request of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 
for some material, and we are going to interrupt you just for a 
minute so that it can appear in the record at this point. 

Senator Smiru of New Jersey. I simply would like to ask the 
representative of the Department to submit a statement for the record 
commenting on the proposals made by Mr. Bradford and others in 
regard to these specific cases. 

Could that be done? 

Mr. Littywuire. Do you want a comment on the Department’s atti- 
tude toward the proposal ? 

Senator Smrru of New Jersey. That is right, your comment on the 
amendment I asked Mr. Bradford to insert, which is the Wainwright 
amendment in the House, that the committee can refer to it when we 
consider this whole matter. 

(The following letter was later submitted for the record :) 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
July 3, 1958. 
Hon. LisTer HItt, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: During the subcommittee hearings on June 25, 1958, on 
the amendment and extension of Public Law 874 and Public Law 815 Senator 
Smith indicated that the amendment offered on the floor of the House by Con- 
gressman Wainwright when H. R. 11378 was being debated should be considered 
as being offered in the Senate as suggested by Mr. Harmon Bradford, superin- 
tendent of schools at Longbranch, N. J., who was testifying before the com- 
mittee. He asked if the Department would give its official views on this pro- 
posed amendment together with an estimated cost thereof for insertion in the 
record of the subcommittee hearings immediately following the appearance 
of the suggested amendment. The statement which follows is submitted in 
compliance with that request. 

A school district is eligible for Federal assistance under subsection 305 (a) 
(1) and (a) (2) if during any 2-year increase period specified in the act it has 
had a sufficient increase in the number of federally connected children to equal 
5 percent of the total average daily membership in the school district during 
the base year, which is the year preceding the 2-year increase period, and 
does not have sufficient capacity in its school facilities to house all of the school 
children in the district. The district must also show a 7 percent increase in 
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the number of nonfederally connected children during the 2-year increase period 
before counting any of the federally connected children for payment. The 
amount of the Federal payment is limited to cost of constructing minimum school 
facilities for the number of unhoused children in the school district or the 
district’s entitlement under the act by reason of the federally connected increase 
whichever is smaller. 

The amendment which appears above in the hearing record and to which these 
comments are addressed was intended to meet the situation where a school 
district has had some increase in the number of federally connected children 
and also in the number of nonfederally connected children each year for a 
number of years but has never had in any 2-year increase period a sufficient 
increase in the number of federally connected children to be eligible for assist- 
ance under the terms of the act as in effect since 1953. 

In order to meet this situation the amendment proposes that a school district 
will be considered to be eligible for assistance under subsection 305 (a) (1) 
and (a) (2) of the act if in any specified number of consecutive, regular school 
years since the 1951-52 school year it has had an increase in the number of 
federally connected children equal to 5 percent of the average daily membership 
in the base year and also has had the required increase in the number of non- 
federally connected children, which is 3.5 percent a year. The base year is the 
year immediately preceding the period of increase as specified in the application. 

The school district submitting the application must designate the school years 
during which the increase has occurred beginning in any year after the 1951-52 
school year and may include 1 additional school year beyond the school year 
in which the application is made. The number of federally connected children 
in the increase countable for payment would be reduced by the number by which 
the non-Federal growth fails to meet the 3.5 percent increase each year for 
the period of years concerned. 

By way of comparison a school district is eligible for assistance under the 
proposed amendment whenever the increase in the number of federally con- 
nected children equals 5 percent of the total average daily membership in the 
base year regardless of the number of years required to meet this percentage; 
whereas the present act requires that a school district must meet that percentage 
in a 2-year-increase period. Also, subsection (g) of the proposed new section 6 
provides that the Commissioner may make payments to local educational 
agencies that qualify under its provisions for construction of school facilities 
and does not limit the amount of the Federal payment to the cost of constructing 
minimum school facilities for the number of unhoused children. The present 
act requires that the Federal funds must be used to construct minimum school 
facilities only for unhoused schoolchildren in the district. There is also 1 
additional provision which appears to be a typographical error in the proposed 
new subsection 6 (b) (2), wherein the rate of payment per child for children 
whose parents are employed on Federal property, the (b) category children, 
is not specified. 

In establishing the eligibility provisions under Public Law 815, Congress set 
the increase in the number of federally connected children at the point where it 
felt that a substantial financial burden had been placed on the district by 
Federal activities. As stated above this was a 5-percent increase in any 2- 
year-increase period over the total average daily membership in the base year. 
It was considered that if a school district did not have a sufficient increase in the 
number of federally connected children to meet this percentage-increase re- 
quirement the financial burden imposed by Federal activities was not sufficient 
to warrant Federal assistance. This provision has been in the act since the 
1951-52 school year and has worked satisfactorily. The proposed amendment 
applies an entirely different: set of criteria. It ignores entirely the fact that 
it is the sudden or rapid increase in school enrollment rather than a gradual 
increase that causes the financial hardship on the district, yet this provision 
makes payment whenever the increase in the number of federally connected 
children has reached the 5-percent figure regardless of whether that increase 
has developed over 3, 5, or even 10 years. 

Public Law 815 as presently written is a workable law with all its parts 
related in a manner that permits a smooth operation. If enacted this provision 
would completely nullify the existing eligibility requirements. Any school 
district could well ignore the present eligibility requirements in relation to 
2-year-increase periods if it could obtain the same eligibility at any time it 
reached the 5-percent increase regardless of the number of years involved. 
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The Department has recommended to the Congress the elimination of Federal 
payments for all but the (a) category of federally connected children under 
Public Law 815. The majority of federally connected children now counted for 
payments are in the (b) category, those whose parents are employed on Federal 
property. The subject proposal recommends liberalization to a very great extent 
of the eligibility requirements both in the (a) category and also in the (b) 
category of Federal impact, for the latter of which the administration has rec- 
ommended that Federal payments be discontinued. This proposal not only 
greatly increases the cost of the bill but is not justified on the basis of the Fed- 
eral Government’s responsibility for assistance for school construction to local 
educational agencies on whom its activities has placed a financial burden. 

The Department opposes the amendment not only on these grounds but also 
because it would present an almost insurmountable administrative problem. 
Any school district applying under its provisions would be required, in order to 
substantiate eligibility, to have available records showing the Federal connec- 
tion of children as far back as 2 to 6 years. It is extremely difficult now to 
accurately ascertain on an ongoing basis, when school records are kept cur- 
rently, the number of federally connected children in the base year and the 
estimated number during any 2-year-increase period. We believe it would be 
well nigh impossible to substantiate applicants’ claims with any degree of cer- 
tainty in the majority of cases under this proposed amendment. 

In addition it would largely nullify the present requirements of the law for 
establishing priorities when the funds appropriated for any given period are in- 
sufficient to meet the requirements of all eligible applicants, so that those funds 
may be allocated to the districts with the greatest relative urgency of need. 

There is little factual basis for an accurate estimate of the cost of this amend- 
ment. It is certain that the cost would be greater in the first year than it would 
thereafter because 6 years have already passed during which increases could be 
counted toward the eligibility requirement. Under the present act school dis- 
tricts become eligible for assistance principally because of some new or sub- 
stantially expanded Federal installation or project. Thus, it is possible to 
estimate the needs under the present act by knowing the programs authorized 
by Congress for the different agencies. This would not be true under the pro- 
posed amendment, and we can find no basis for estimating with any degree of 
accuracy what the cost would be. It is believed, however, in reviewing the 
number of school districts that have applied for assistance in the past and have 
not met the eligibility requirements that as many as 1,000 school districts would 
be eligible during the first year for some $75 to $100 million. Thereafter, the 
cost may run as much as $25 million a year. 

For the reasons enumerated above the Department would strongly oppose the 
passage of this amendment. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it perceives no objection to the submis 
sion of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
Extior L. RICHARDSON, 
Assistant Secretary. 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
July 3, 1958. 
Hon. Lister HIL1, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in response to the request made by Sena- 
tor Smith in the subcommittee hearings June 25, 1958, for the views of the 
Department of Health. Education. and Welfare on the amendments to be pro- 
posed by Mr. Yarborough to H. R. 11378, a bill to amend Public Laws 815 and 
874, 81st Congress. 

The amending language proposed, together with the amendments which would 
be made by section 203 of H. R. 11378 would, if adopted, amend section 4 (a) 
of the present law to read as follows (note: new material proposed is printed in 
italic and stricken material is enclosed in black brackets) : 

“Sec. 4 (a). If the Commissioner determines for any fiscal year ending prior 
to July 1, 1961— 

“(1) that, as a direct result of activities of the United States (carried 
on directly or through a contractor), an increase in the number of children 
in average daily attendance at the schools of any local educational agency 
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has occurred in such fiscal year, which increase so resulting from activities 
of the United States is equal to at least 5 per centum of the difference be- 
tween the numbers of children in average daily attendance at the schools 
of such agency during the preceding fiscal year and the number of such 
children whose attendance during such year resulted from activities of the 
United States (including children who resided on Federal property or with 
a parent employed on Federal property if the agency elects to count such 
children for the purposes of this section instead of for the purposes of sec- 
tion 8); 

“(2) that such activities of the United States have placed on such agency 
a substantial and continuing financial burden; and 

“(3) that such agency is making a reasonable tax effort and is exercising 
due diligence in availing itself of State and other financial assistance but is 
unable to secure sufficient funds to meet the increased educational costs 
involved, then such agency shall be entitled to receive for such fiscal year 
an amount equal to the product of— 

“(A) the number of children which the Commissioner determines to 
be the increase, so resulting from activities of the United States, in such 
year in average daily attendance; and 

“(B) the amount which the Commissioner determines to be the cur- 
rent expenditures per child necessary to provide free public education 
to such additional children during such year, minus the amount which 
the Commissioner determines to be available from State, local, and 
Federal sources for such purpose (not counting as available for such 
purpose either payments under this Act or funds from local sources 
necessary to provide free public education to other children). 

For the next fiscal year (except where the determination under the preceding 
sentence has been made with respect to the fiscal year ending June 30, 1961) 
such agency shall be entitled to receive 50 per centum of such product reduced 
by the amount of such product which is attributable to children with respect to 
whom such agency is, or upon application would be, entitled to receive any pay- 
ment under section 8 for such fiscal year, but not to exceed for such year the 
amount which the Commissioner determines to be necessary to enable such 
agency, with the State, local, and other Federal funds available to it for such 
purpose, to provide a level of education equivalent to that maintained in the 
school districts in such State which in his judgment are generally comparable 
to the school district of such agency. The determinations whether an increase 
has occurred for purposes of clause (1) hereof and whether such increase meets 
the 5 per centum requirement contained in such clause, for any fiscal year, shall 
be made on the basis of estimates by the Commissioner made prior to the close of 
such year, except that an underestimate made by the Commissioner pursuant to 
the foregoing provisions of this sentence shall not operate to deprive an agency 
of its entitlement to any payments under this section to which it would be en- 
titled had the estimate been accurate. The determination under clause (B) 
shall be made by the Commissioner after considering the current expenditures 
per child in providing free public education in those school districts in the 
State which, in the judgment of the Commissioner, are generally comparable to 
the school district of the local educational agency for which the computation is 
being made. 
“INCREASES HERETOFORE OCCURRING 


“(b) Subsection 4 (b) is now obsolete. 
“COUNTING OF CERTAIN CHILDREN 


“(c) In determining under subsection (a) whether there has been an increase 
in attendance in any fiscal year directly resulting from activities of the United 
States and the number of children with respect to whom payment is to be made 
for any fiscal year, the Commissioner shall not count— 

“(A) children with respect to whom a local educational agency [is, or 
upon application would be, entitled] elects to receive any payment under 
section 3 for such fiscal year, and 

“(B) children whose attendance is attributable to activities of the United 
States carried on in connection with real property which has been excluded 
from the definition of Federal property by the last sentence of paragraph 
(1) of section 9.” 

The amendment is intended to authorize an applicant school district to elect 
whether to have any new increase in the number of pupils in average daily at- 
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tendance eligible to be counted for payment under section 3 of the act (i. e., 
pupils who reside on or have a parent employed on tax-exempt Federal prop- 
erty), counted under that section or under section 4 (a) of the act. 

Under section 3 of the present act the number of such children must equal or 
exceed 3 percent of the current year’s total average daily attendance in the 
school district for eligibility ; and the rate of payment is based on the greater of 
either (1) the expenditure per pupil in average daily attendance in the second 
preceding year in comparable districts in the same State, or (2) one-half the 
State average expenditure per pupil in average daily attendance from all rev- 
enue sources, or (3) the national average of the rates paid per pupil under 
section 3 of Public Law 874 in the second preceding year. Under section 4 (a) 
the number of pupils countable must equal 5 percent of the non-Federal average 
daily attendance in the preceding year for eligibility and the rate of payment 
per child is an amount sufficient, when added to the other funds available to 
the school district from all other sources, to provide a level of educational ex- 
penditure per pupil equivalent to that in comparable districts in the State. 
The Commissioner must determine that the applicant school district in addition 
to meeting the 5-percent-increase requirement for eligibility under section 4 
(a), has suffered a substantial and continuing financial burden by reason of the 
sudden and substantial increase in federally connected children and that the 
district is making a reasonable tax effort and is exercising due diligence in avail- 
ing itself of State and other financial assistance but is unable to secure suffi- 
cient funds to meet the educational costs involved. 

When Public Law 874 was enacted in 1950 provision was made in section 3 
for counting for eligibility and payment under that section the children in the 
current year’s average daily attendance who either resided on Federal property 
or resided with a parent employed on Federal property, or both. Provision was 
also made in the then section 3 (e) of the act for a so-called lag payment, which 
was an additional payment related to the amount of State aid for each federally 
eonnected section 3 pupil which would not be available until the ensuing year. 
Section 4 (a) provided payments mainly for children of Federal contractors, and 
precluded the counting of children for whom payments conld be made under 
section 3. 

When Public Law 874 was amended and extended in 1958 (Public Law 248, 
83d Cong.), one change was to count, for purposes of eligibility and payment 
under section 3, children whose parents lived or worked on Federal property on 
the basis of their average daily attendance in the previous year rather than the 
current year. A corollary change permitted applicants to claim any new in- 
crease in such children in the current year (and thus precluded from being 
eounted under sec. 3 by the first change) toward meeting the requirements for 
eligibility and payment under section 4 (a). The 1953 amendments also dropped 
the old “lag” payments under section 3 (e). On this basis, most of the school 
districts qualifying in terms of a 5-percent increase in the number of section 
4 (a) children did so on the basis of their current year’s increases in children 
whose parents lived or worked on Federal property, and most districts failing 
to qualify failed because the increase in these children in the current year over 
the prior year was not 5 percent: a lesser number were unable to show a budget- 
ary deficit or need, or to show. reasonable tax effort. 

When Public Law 874 was once again amended and extended in 1957 (Public 
Law 949, 84th Cong.), section 3 was changed to revert to the system under the 
original act of counting for eligibility and payment the current year’s average 
daily attendance (rather than the previous year’s) of children residing on 
or residing with a parent employed on Federal property, or both, and, at the 
same time, section 4 (a) was amended to preclude counting these children under 
that section. This change was supported by most of the school superintendents 
testifying before the House committee, since relatively few school districts could 
qualify under the higher percentage eligibility requirements or meet the needs 
test of section 4 (a) and, consequently. could receive no Federal payment for 
any new increase in these children in the year in which the increase occurred. 
A few of the school districts with substantial annual increases in these children 
who were able to meet the needs test of section 4 (a) opposed the amendment 
because they could expect to be paid at a higher (budget deficit) rate under 
section 4 (a) for their substantial increase in children of parents who lived or 
worked on Federal property than the rate of payment on such children under 
section 3. The budgetary deficit and financial need of these school districts 
(which rendered them eligible for high sec. 4 (a) payments under the 1953 
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amendments) were occasioned for the most part because State aid was (and 
still is) paid on the previous year’s average daily attendance count for all chil- 
dren, Federal and non-Federal alike, rather than on a current year basis. 

The present amendment proposed by Senators Yarborough and Kerr is in- 
tended to permit a school district to elect what it believes will be the most 
advantageous arrangement in its particular circumstances. 

The administration’s proposals with respect to the extension and amendment 
of Public Law 874 would eliminate the section 4 (a) category of Federal con- 
nection entirely. This proposal to eliminate section 4 (a) payments is based 
on the premise that the children involved are mainly children of parents who 
have migrated to a community to accept employment in private plants having a 
Federal contract and are in no way connected with tax exempt Federal property, 
so that the Federal Government shall not continue to recognize any responsi- 
bility for assisting in their education. Also, in 1958, only 2 school districts out 
of 13 applicants under this subsection have been able, on the basis of data 
presently available, to meet the eligibility requirements. The administration’s 
proposals would recognize the sudden and substantial increase in section 3 (b) 
children (i. e., children of parents employed on tax-exempt Federal property) 
on the basis of a 5-percent increase and with the present formula rate of pay- 
ment for section 3 (b)’s without a needs test and with a second year payment 
at one-half the first year’s rate. Otherwise, the administration proposes grad- 
ually to reduce, and eventually eliminate, any other formula payments for the 
section 3 (b) category of children since the Federal responsibility for con- 
tinuing paymenis for this category of children, except as they represent a sudden 
and substantial increase, should, in the view of the administration, be brought 
to a gradual termination for reasons set forth in our letter of January 17, 
1958, transmitting these recommendations to the President of the Senate. 

Under the present law. the Federal Government is making a payment to each 
eligible school district at the established rate per child for every eligible federally 
connected child attending school in the district, and the bill, H. R. 11378, would 
continue the law in substantially its present form. The failure of many States 
to make available to local school districts State funds to assist in the education 
of children, either federally connected or otherwise, who are new in the district, 
lies at the root of the problem, which is particularly acute in school districts 
which experience substantial growth in enrollments each year. The proposed 
amendment would, in effect, require the Federal Government to make up a de- 
ficit in the school district’s budget which is caused largely by the State’s failure 
to assist in the cost of newly enrolled children. The problem of school-budget 
deficits faced by school districts in States in which State aid is distributed on 
the basis of the prior rather than the current year’s attendance of pupils is 
common to all school districts in such States, whether or not they have federally 
connected children in attendance, and should properly be corrected by amend- 
ments to State legislation. rather than through increased Federal aid. The net 
additional appropriation required if the Yarborough-Kerr amendment to H. R. 
11378 were to be adopted is estimated conservatively to be $2.5 mililon. 

For these reasons, this Department is opposed to this proposed amendment 
to Public Law 874. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it perceives no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
Exxior L. RICHARDSON, 
Assistant Secretary. 


Senator McNamara. Thank you very much. Are there any ques- 
tions? If there are no questions, thank you very much for your 
testimony. It will be very helpful to the subcommittee. 

Now, the next witness is from the State of Connecticut, and I ask 
Senator Purtell to introduce him. 

Senator Purreri. I am, indeed, happy to introduce to you one of 
my constituents, a gentleman who has given a great deal of time and 
study to the question that we are discussing here, and will act 
upon shortly. He is William Hammond, who is assistant sunerin- 
tendent of schools at Stratford, and he speaks for many of our school 
authorities throughout the State, who has given a great deal of time 
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and study to the problems presented by this situation arising particu- 
larly today from the unemployment that we find prevalent in some of 
our industrial centers of Connecticut. 

I am very happy to have Mr. Hammond with us, and I am sure you 
are, too, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator McNamara. Thank you, Senator Purtell. 

We are glad to have Mr. Hammond, and we want him to proceed in 
his own manner. 


STATEMENT OF H. WILLIAM HAMMOND, REPRESENTING 
CONNECTICUT PUBLIC SCHOOLS, STRATFORD, CONN. 


Mr. Hammonp. Mr, Chairman, and thank you very much Senator 
Purtell, for your very kind words. 

Representing the State of Connecticut—that is, the school officials 
from the State of Connecticut—we are deeply appreciative of the 
opportunity to come before your committee and present a statement on 
Public Laws 815 and 874. We, in Connecticut, are very pleased that 
the House of Representatives ‘has acted favorably on H. R. 11378 
This bill extends Public Laws 874 and 815 essentially intact until 
1961. The original measure sponsored by the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare would have drastically curtailed a program 
of Federal aid to impacted areas resulting in a serious reduction of 
educational services in many communities, and crippling financial 
difficulties in others. 

If H. R. 11378, in its present form, passes both Houses and becomes 
law, the communities that have been benefited by this financial support 
and still need aid will be most grateful. Indeed, we are genuinely 
appreciative of the provisions of H. R. 11378. Howev er, responsible 
school officials in many communities throughout the country feel a 
real need for Senate consideration of amendments which would fill in 
certain remaining gaps. We would then feel that the purposes of the 
origina] legislation had been fulfilled. 

Each year brings new problems and the need for effective legislation 
to meet them. We would be very remiss in our duty if we did not bri ing 
these problems to your attention. Daiy after day those of us who are 
in the field of school administration wrestle with many of the problems. 

To some it may seem that we are carrying grains of sand in order to 
build mountains. Such is not the case. To those of us on the firing 
line, the problems are very, very real. 


SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS OF UNEMPLOYMENT 


The increase in unemployment has produced very significant effects. 
The case cited by Senator Purtell in West Haven is most demonstra- 
tive of the effect of unemployment in a very typical community. 

The actual number of children that are involved in the decline is 
very, very small. However, it is large enough to bring the community 
below the qualifying level of 3 percent. The result is, of course, that 
this community will not be eligible for payment under Public Law 874. 
The children are still in school and their education must be paid for. 

The layoffs at the Lycoming Division of Avco could not have been 
foreseen and are probably temporary, but they have made it necessary 
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to stop counting as federally connected the attendance of the children 
of the few parents involved. This, of course, threatens the loss of 
the entire $25,000. 

The people in West Haven had every reason to believe that they 
could successfully make claim again this year. They had budgeted 
this amount as anticipated income. Now, this type of situation, 
which could be referred to as diminishing impact or sometimes called 
sudden death, 1 is one which we feel should be recognized by some sort 
of transitional payments. 
NO ANTICIPATION OF RECESSION 

Senator Purreti. May I interrupt a moment! The fact of the 
matter is, Mr. Hammond, there was no w ay of anticipating this sit- 
uation when the budgets were set ; is that correct ? 

Mr. HamMonp. That is right. 

Senator Purret.. There was no possible way of anticipating it. 

Mr. Hammonp. The town of West Haven has a fiscal year which 
runs from April 1 to March 31. Their budget has to be prepared 
early in the fall for the ensuing year. Therefore, they had no idea 
at the time that this 1957-58 budget was prepared that they would 
not be able to count on the money from Public Law 874. 

Senator Purretu. Is it also not a fact that even if they had been 
able to anticipate, which they were not, that this same number of 
children must go to school and are going to school in West Haven, 
even though today they are not eligible because their dads or mothers 
have lost their jobs ? 

Mr. Hamonp. That is a very important point. The children are 
still in school, and they will remain so. It will probably continue 
for a year and a half to 2 years, if they do relocate, and there is no 
guaranty that they will relocate; nor is there any guaranty that this 
is not but a temporary situation, and these same parents will again be 
reemployed. 

This money which towns like West Haven have been receiving is 
an integral and important part of their fiscal structure. If they are 
to lose this money, then the typical community needs time to readjust. 
As we have mentioned before, the children have not left, they are 
still in the system, and most of them probably will not leave. 

The city of Br idgeport, in Connecticut, is faced with a similar sit- 
uation. Their loss will be in excess of $90,000. The town of Fairfield 
is another example. 


HEAVY UNEMPLOYMENT IN BRIDGEPORT AND BRISTOT, 





Senator Purrei.. May I interrupt for a moment? I think Bridge- 
port is a case that we probably should enlarge upon a bit. Here is 
an industrial city that has been severely hit by unemployment. Ii I 
am not mistaken, I think that the figure is something like 12 or 12 
percent; is it not? 

Mr. Hammonp. That is correct. 

Senator Purreri. Of the total working force presently unem- 
ployed, and here a city going through this terrific impact of unem- 
ployment will lose approximately $97,000; is that correct ? 

Mr. Hammonp. That is right. 
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Senator Purre.L. Simply because the fathers or mothers of these 
pupils who must still go to school are no longer considered federally 
connected workers; is that correct ? 

Mr. Hammonp. That is correct. There are many other communi- 
ties in Connecticut that are similarly facing a total loss of Public 
ae 874 aid simply because they are just barely below the qualifying 
evel. 

Senator Purreti. Would you point out another case, if you will, 
and I think you have the figures, the city of Bristol, where I think 
the percentage of unemployed has been reported to be as high as 20 
percent. It is a relatively small community which will lose $30,000 
in a year in which they certainly have little opportunity of finding 
that money from any other source of taxation, with unemployment 
as it is. 

Mr. Hammonp. That is right. Their loss could be over $30,000. 

And again, it is the type of community, a manufacturing com- 
munity, which is faced with the burden of unemployment, and with 
the ensuing financial problems caused by this unemployment. 

Senator Purrett. Is it also not a fact that in cities such as Bridge- 
port, the likelihood is that these cities will qualify at some time, I 
hope, in the near future, but in the meantime those children must 
go to school? 

Mr. Hammonp. That is right. In the case of those dependent upon 
employment at the Lycoming Division of Avco. we feel that it 1s a 
eee y situation. It might be overcome within the next year and 
a half. 

Senator Purreti. That whole situation may change with the Fed- 
eral requirements for production of Avco—is that not correct—and 
it may change within a month or two. In the meantime, the city 
is not qualified ; is that correct ? 

Mr. Hammonp. That is correct. 


ELIMINATION OF PROGRAMS FORESEEN 


What is going to happen in these towns and cities where it is 
becoming necessary to eliminate 874 aid is that the result will be 
very important educational services and/or programs that may have 
taken years to build are going to be eliminated. 

T think nonschool people often fail to realize that approximately 
90 percent of a school-department budget is made up of items that 
cannot be reduced. This 90 percent is composed of salaries, both 
professional and nonprofessional, which are on a stated basis, and 
expenses of plant operation, insurances, and maintenance. This 
comprises the major portion of the average budget. 

Going back to West Haven, what will the loss of $25,000 do 
specifically? Well, for one thing, it means a loss or reduction of 
about 15 percent in their instructional supplies and special services. 

Before I came to Washington I talked with the superintendent. of 
schools in West Haven, Dr. Melvin Wagner. and he told me that 
the loss of this $25,000 means specifically that he may have to elimi- 
nate a fairly new program in remedial] reading and they are going to 
have to defer the change of some textbooks that should be changed. 

This West Haven case is not a dramatic one, and it is not my wish 
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to distort the picture by using extreme examples. I purposely picked 
a very average situation to demonstrate the problems that many 
school districts are facing. We are not approaching this with im- 
passioned pleas, we are not depending on histrionics, but simply 
upon logic. 

SENATOR PURTELL’S PROPOSAL FAVORED 


In order to correct this situation, the Senator from Connecticut, 
Senator Purtell, has introduced a bill in the Senate which is now 
before this committee. I refer specifically to S. 3823 which would 
provide for payment on federally connected children in communities 
that have fallen below the 3-percent requirement. 

If the community was eligible during the preceding year, the 3- 
percent requirement is waived and they can receive aid for an addi- 
tional year. Now, this might allow time for some temporary situ- 
ations to return to normal; in many it will be inadequate. We 
appreciate Senator Purtell’s interest in this problem. S. 3823 is 
sound, but does not go quite far enough. 

We urge the adoption of an amendment that will provide a 2-year 
period of fiscal readjustment. The payment for the first year would 
be equal to the amount paid the last year the community qualified, 
and payment for the second vear would be 50. percent of that amount. 


PRECEDENTS CITED 


This thinking is based on the precedent established in section 4 (a) 
of Public Law 874. This provision of the law allows school districts 
2 years to completely adjust their fiscal situations in order to absorb 
the additional costs. 

I think Congress has already recognized that 1 year is not enough 
to make an orderly readjustment. It is then assumed that after a 
2-year period of readjustment, if the town continues to be disqualified 
because of a low percentage, they certainly should be able to carry 
on. A 2-year period will allow them sufficient time to make the re- 
adjustment. 

I think further precedent was established in the method of handling 
the liquidation of housing projects. School districts were allowed 
to count the children in this particular case for 1 year beyond the end 
of the fiscal year in which the project was liquidated. So actually 
they were getting aid for 2 years which allowed them sufficient time 
to readjust. 

There may be other solutions to this problem. One solution has 
already been suggested in the tapering off, or 75, 50 and 25 percent 
method. We are seeking an effective method of solving this problem. 
If there are better solutions then we certainly can support them. 

I think one other problem which comes to mind in connection with 
the 2-year readjustment is the fact that the payment is based on the 
average daily attendance for the current year. A district that is on 
the ragged edge will not know until the end of the year that it will 
not, be eligible. 


CRITERIA FOR CONSTRUCTION GRANTS 


Another area of concern relates to construction grants under Public 
Law 815, title III. The eligibility for construction grants since 1952 
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has been based on increases in federally connected pupils over suc- 
cessive 2-year periods equal to 5 percent of the total average daily 
membership in the base year in each case for children resident on 
and/or living with parents employed on Federal property and 10 
percent for children of parents employed in industrial plants and 
expanding because of Federal defense contracts. The extent of 
eligibility has been limited by the degree to which non-Federal growth 
for each 2-year increase period fails to reach 7 percent. Each 2-year 
period has stood by itself, with no accumulation of numbers permit- 
ted, and the nwuber of communities which have real growth under 
Federal impact have failed to qualify in any period because Federal 
or non-Federal growth, one or the other, has just ruled them out. 

One effective solution would be to permit a school district to start 
with any base year from 1952 on, for total federally caused increase, 
but perhaps be required to show non-Federal increase of 314 percent a 
year, thus smoothing out over the years some of these school districts 
which have had real Federal growth but have lost out technically to 
be able to qualify. 

I know the members of this committee will give consideration to the 
improvement of Public Laws 874 and 815, and we appreciate again 
the opportunity of being allowed to speak before this committee. 

Senator McNamara. Thank you, Mr. Hammond. 

Do you have any comments? 

Senator Purrety.. First, I wish to express to the chairman my ap- 
preciation for his courtesy to me in allowing me, not a member of the 
subcommittee, to ask these questions to help to develop something that 
I think must be developed. 


SITUATION CREATED BY FEDERAL GOVERN MENT 


I do think, Mr. Hammond, that sometimes we lose sight of the fact 
that the situation was created by the Federal Government to begin 
with, and because we have lived with it a long while we lose sight of 
the fact that this is something imposed upon these towns and cities, 
this terrific increase in pupil population because of federally connected 
children. 

I might say that there is no surety it is going to continue. We might 
find “sudden deaths” occurring almost any time. In this particular 
proposal that I made, it was to meet that “sudden death” situation, 
but I agree with the witness, Mr. Chairman, that 1 year is a very short 
period of time. 

I think that his suggestion, Mr. Chairman, that this be spread over 
a 2-year period and a tapering off period, would perhaps meet better 
a situation which is creating a burden on these communities. 

I would hope that many of these cities, which unless we change 
the law will be deprived of this financial aid and which might in the 
meantime, however, become eligible again and lose that for 1 year, 
will gain employment, and that they will become eligible, but in the 
meantime, what are we going to do with these towns and cities that 
you have outlined ? 

It is not peculiar to Connecticut, and I think it is true throughout 
the country. 

We are the people in the first place who encouraged the Federal 
Government to build these facilities, and to support these facilities, 
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and I think we have a continuing obligation certainly to see that they 
are not imposed upon as they are by this so-called sudden death 
situation. 

Tam sure that your chairman and the rest of the committee will give 
it full weight, and we will do something to relieve the communities of 
this burdensome situation presently. 

Mr. Hammonp. Thank you very much. 

Senator McNamara. Thank you again, Mr. Hammond. 

Now, we still have the representatives of the Department. 

Mr. Lillywhite, do you have any comment or anything to add at this 
point ¢ 

(The response was negative. ) 

Senator McNamara. Ww e want you to know that we appreciate your 
staying, in case there were any questions that would come up and ‘that 
you would be able to ianatiie Thank you again for your cooperation. 

The subcommittee meeting is adjourned, ‘and we will resume hear- 
ings tomorrow morning at 10 a. m. in this room. 

(Whereupon, at 12:15 p. m. the subcommittee adjourned, to recon- 
vene at 10 a. m., Thursday June 26, 1958.) 
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THURSDAY, JUNE 26, 1958 


UNrrep STaTEs SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EDUCATION OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON LABOR AND PuBLic WELFARE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10:10 a. m., pursuant to recess, in the Old 
Supreme Court Chamber, the Capitol, Senator Pat McNamara pre- 
siding. 

Present: Senators McNamara (presiding ) and Yarborough. 

Committee staff members present: Stewart E. McClure, chief clerk; 
Roy E. James, assistant chief clerk; John S. Forsythe, general coun- 
sel; and Michael Bernstein and Ray Hurley, professional staff mem- 
bers. 

Senator McNamara. The subcommittee meeting will be in order, 
please. 


The Chair now recognizes Senator Roman lL. Hruska from Ne- 
braska. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ROMAN L. HRUSKA, A, UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF NEBRASKA 


Senator Hruska. Mr. Chairman, it gives me a great deal of pleasure 
to introduce to the Subcommittee on Education two gentlemen repre- 
senting the School District of Bellevue, Nebr. 

Bellevue, Nebraska's first settled community, is located in Sarpy 
County just south of Omaha. The establishment of the Headquarters 
of the Strategic Air Command at Offutt Air Base near Bellevue 
brought to this community a great many difficult problems in maintain- 
ing an adequate school system. 

To present some of these problems to you, there are here today Mr. 
Wayne Brower, assistant superintendent, and Mr. H. W. Campbell, 
president of the school board. Together with the superintendent, Mr. 
H. Edwin Cramer, these gentlemen and other members of the school 
board are doing an exc -ellent job in operating a sound, vigorous school 
system under circumstances which are difficult and perplexing. 

Their presentation on current problems of the Bellevue School Dis- 
trict has been thoughtfully prepared, and I am sure the members of 
the subcommittee will give it their closest attention. 

Senator McNamara. Thank you, Senator. We will be glad to have 
you proceed in your own manner, Mr. Brower. 

Mr. Brower. Thank you very much. 
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STATEMENT OF WAYNE BROWER, ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENT 
OF SCHOOLS, BELLEVUE, NEBR. 


Mr. Brower. Senator McNamara and members of the committee, I 
am Wayne Brower, the assistant superintendent of schools of Bellevue, 
Nebr. I am appearing on behalf of our interest in this legislation. 
A pre pared statement has been made and is being distributed. 

P will not spend a great deal of time on this as you will have the 
statement, and your committee I am sure will go over it and under- 
stand our problems. 

We herewith submit for your consideration information as its per- 
tains to amending H. R. 11378. The amendment is necessary to 
insure an adequate educational program for the boys and girls in the 
Bellevue, Nebr., area 

The Bellevue School District, Bellevue, Nebr., is located adjacent 
to Offutt Air Force Base and the Strategic Air Command Head- 
quarters. In fact both of these Federal installations lie within the 
limits of Bellevue District. 

The Bellevue School District has shown considerable growth dur- 
ing the past 5 years. The Federal installations are the prime reason 
for thec ‘ont inued growth of the school enrollment. 

The Bellevue District joins many other school districts in commend- 
ing the Senators for their past support of both Public Law 874 and 
Public Law 815 


DISCUSSION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


An amendment to H. R. 11378 is now presented for your considera- 
tion. We hope that we may warrant your favorable consideration 
and immediate action. 

The past fiscal year for the Bellevue District is rapidly drawing to 
a close and a new one is about to begin. 

The intention of the legislation in question is to give school districts 
confronted with federally impacted children an opportunity to qualify 
under a section of the law in which the Federal Government can more 
realistically meet its obligation. 

The proposal makes it clear that a school district may qualify for 
assistance 1f— 

(1) An increased enrollment has caused an undue burden upon 
the district; and 
(2) An actual need for financial assistance exists. 

The suggested amendment to H. R. 11378 restores certain provisions 
which permits a school district to elect 1 of 2 methods of submitting 
their claim if the districts have new federally connected students in 
their district. 

The Bellevue School District is basically a suburban area, lying 
adjacent toa metropolitan city. There is only a small business district 
within the school district, and no industry is found in this district. 
Therefore, the major portion of school tax load must come from local 
property—real-estate tax. 


‘The present levy is 39.1 mills. The valuation of the district for 


tax purposes is $7,900,000. This is a burdensome and almost unbear- 
able tax load for the patrons of the Bellevue District. 
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The average levy for school purposes in Nebraska is 28 mills. So 


it is evident that the levy for the patrons of the Bellevue District is 
excessively high. 


Sixty-five percent of the enrollment in the Bellevue schools are stu- 
dents who are federally connected. The amount of Federal funds 


received under Public Law 874 equals less than 50 percent of the 
operating budget. 


Annual increases of about 200 students, most of whom are federally 
connected imposes a real burden upon the Bellevue School District. 

Charts are found in the appendix showing the need for financial 
assistance. A chart is also included in connection with the increase 
of the number of federally connected children as compared with the 
nonfederally connected children. A combination of these two charts 
is found in another table. 

[ think in regard to the amendment that was offered by the Senator 
from Texas, I need not make the presentation of the 4 (a) section as 
we have it here. 

[I do call your attention to it. I want to thank the committee again 
for the opportunity to appear here and for receiving this information. 

Senator McNamara. Without objection, we will print all of your 


statement plus the charts and tables that you have submitted in the 
record at this point. 

Mr. Brower. I would APE Peete that, sir. 

Senator McNamara. ‘Thank you very much. I am sure the informa- 
tion you bring us will be very h elp yful to the committee. 

(Information referred to follows :) 

3ELLEVUE PUBLIC SCHOOLS, 
Bellevue, Nebr., June 23, 1958. 
MEMBERS OF THE COM MITTEE ON LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE. 

Dear SENATORS: We are happy to have the opportunity to present material in 
this brochure as it pertains to the Bellevue Schools and their needs. Our par- 
ticular interest, of course, is to amend H. R. 11378. We hope you will see fit to 
recognize our needs and act on our request. 

The board of education herewith expresses its appreciation to you for your 
continued and untiring efforts in behalf of Public Law 874 and Public Law 815. 
This brochure is our attempt to assist you in analyzing the problems as they 
pertain to certain schools in federally affected areas. 

Thank you for your interest in public education. 

H. W. CAMPBELL, 
President, Board of Education, Bellevue School District, 
Sarpy County, State of Nebraska. 


We herewith submit for your consideration information as it pertains to 
amending H. R. 11378. The amendment is necessary to insure an adequate 
educational program for the boys and girls in the Bellevue, Nebr., area. 

The Bellevue School District, Bellevue, Nebr., is located adjacent to Offutt 
Air Force Base and the Strategic Air Command headquarters. In fact, both 
of these Federal installations lie within the limits of Bellevue district. 

The Bellevue School District has shown considerable growth during the past 
5 years. The Federal installations are the prime reason for the continued 
growth of the school enrollment. 

The Bellevue district joins many other school districts in commending the 
Senators for their past support of both Public Law 874 and Public Law 815. 
An amendment to H. R. 11378 is now presented for your consideration. We hope 
that we may warrant your favorable consideration and immediate action. The 
past fiscal year for the Bellevue district is rapidly drawing to a close and a new 
one is about to begin. 

The intention of the legislation in question is to give school districts con- 
fronted with federally impacted children an opportunity to qualify under a 
section of the law in which the Federal Government can more realistically meet 
its obligation. 
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The proposal makes it clear that a school district may qualify for assistance 
if (1) an increased enrollment has caused an undue burden upon the district 
and (2) an actual need for financial assistance exists. 

The suggested amendment to H. R. 11378 restores certain provisions which 
permits a school district to elect 1 of 2 methods of submitting their claim if the 
districts have new federally connected students in their district. 

The Bellevue School District is basically a suburban area, lying adjacent to a 
metropolitan city. There is only a small business district within the school dis- 
trict, and no industry is found in this district. Therefore, the major portion of 
school taxload must come from local property (real estate tax). 

The present levy is 39.1 mills. The valuation of the district for tax purposes 
is $7,900,000. This is a burdensome and almost unbearable tax load for the 
patrons of the Bellevue district. The average levy for school purposes in 
Nebraska, is 28 mills. So it is evident that the levy for the patrons of the Belle- 
vue district is excessively high. 

Sixty-five percent of the enrollment in the Bellevue school are students who 
are federally connected. The amount of Federal funds received under Public 
Law 874 equals less than 50 percent of the operating budget. 

Annual increases of about 200 students, most of whom are federally connected 
imposes a real burden upon the Bellevue School District. 

Charts are found in the appendix showing the need for financial assistance. A 
chart is also included in connection with the increase of the number of federally 
connected children as compared with the nonfederally connected children. A 
combination of these two charts is shown on p. —. 

The Bellevue School District has a unique problem. In the past it has not been 
possible to qualify under section 4 (a) because there has not been an increase in 
the number of employees or in the Federal activity at the Federal installation 
located within the Bellevue district. The personnel at the Federal installation 
have simply relocated and have chosen Bellevue as their home because it lies 
adjacent to the installation and because the Federal installation has requested 
that many of their key operations personnel live no more than a 10-minute drive 
from the base. Therefore Bellevue is a logical location. 

The basic purpose and intent of Public Law 874 is to provide for the average 
eost of educating federally connected children. Public Law 874 does very well in 
providing for this cost if a district has a stable enrollment, or even a small 
increase each year. However a district faced with increases totaling 150-200 
students has no way of providing for these increases from Federal sources, be 
cause Public Law 874 is based on averages obtained from current enrollments 
and increases have no way of being considered in current costs. Increased en- 
rollments naturally bring with them increased costs which must be met imme- 
diately and cannot be prorated because they must be paid from current funds. 

We have outlined our needs as they apply to the boys and girls living within 
the Bellevue School District. What does this represent in terms of dollars and 
cents? Our best estimate of this cost would be $30,000 per year. This represents 
about 3.5 mills for the Bellevue district, or about 10 percent of our levy. We ask 
for your favorable consideration of the amendment so that the Federal Govern- 
ment may more equitably share in its obligation. The Bellevue School District is 
not seeking a grant. Our intent is to provide a good educational program and 
meet the needs of the students who are attending its schools. 

May we urge immediate action on the proposed amendment. 
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CHART SHOWING TOTAL SCHOOL BUDGET 
AND FEDERAL ENTITLEMENT 


1953 - 1959 
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Table showing enrollment, budget, entitlement of the Bellevue public schools, 











1952-59 
|Total average | Non-Federal Federal aver- 
School year | daily attend- | average de ally} age daily Total budget | Entitlement 
ance attandance » | attendance | 
| | | 
IE Sie es Sates os 1, 384 | 683 | 701 | $235, 600 | $99, 605 
I ie sin eae adcnk sal 1, 609 | 776 832 308, 655 | 128, 165 
NO ce re Danie 1,752 | 853 | 899 | 363, 098 | 131, 424 
i siadioneiceas | 1,985 | 835 | 1, 150 | 449, 933 | 211,018 
OGG... Sinicinsc: javtickipcwoemiey 2, 210 | 827 1, 383 | 524, 478 | 244,714 
nN | 2, 401 | 838 1, 563 590, 635 256, 172 
RS ene ee eg geen e Ss ae | a et 1 670, 000 1 275, 000 


1 Estimate. 


LeMay TELLS Houstinc NEED—KeEy AIR Crews LIve FAR FROM PLANES 


WASHINGTON.—Gen. Curtis E. LeMay told Congress Thursday some of the 
Nation’s long-range bombers might never get into the air in the event of a 
sudden enemy attack because their crews live too far from airbases. 

General LeMay appeared before a Senate banking subcommittee to urge 
approval of legislation to speed up military personnel housing. 

The commander of the Strategic Air Command said, “Lack of adequate housing 
reduces the certainty our combat-ready wing will be fully effective.” 

“We have a given number of wings ready to go to war right now, this after- 
noon or tonight,” he told the Senators. “Ready, that is, with one qualification. 

“Because the housing in the vicinity of bases and on bases is inadequate, in 
several cases many of our key operations personnel and combat air crew members 
have been forced to go 10 to 50 or more miles from the base to find a satisfactory 
home. 


“Now, what happens in case of a sudden red alert in the middle of the night? 

“Can we be sure my operations personnel, pilots and observers can fight their 
way to their duty stations along highways and roads that may be choked with 
evacuating civil populations?” 

Senator McNamara. It isa pleasure for me, as acting chairman and 
as Senator from Michigan, to introduce our next witness, Mr. William 
Simmons, superintendent of schools, Romulus, Mich. 

Mr. Simmons’ area is particularly affected by Public Laws 874 and 
815. He is considered quite an expert in these matters. He has testi- 
fied before several committees on this subject and I am sure his testi- 
mony will be very valuable to us today. 

We are glad to have you here, Mr. William Simmons. You may 
proceed in your own manner, sir. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM SIMMONS, SUPERINTENDENT OF 
SCHOOLS, ROMULUS, MICH. 


Mr. Srumons. Thank you, Senator. It is certainly a pleasure to be 
here to testify before a committee that you are chairing because we 
schoolmen from the State of Michigan are well aware of the fact that 
one of your primary interests in Government is in the field of edu- 
cation. 

Senator McNamara. Thank you. 

Mr. Simmons. And certainly it was a pleasure for years being Just 
outside of the city of Detroit to go to joint meetings and enjoy the 
good relationship we had with the Detroit board of educaton while 
you were a member of that body. 

With your permission this morning I would like to have this state- 
ment that I have prepared placed into the record and I would like to 


SSS 
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briefly discuss 2 or 3 of the aspects that I have included in this state- 
ment just for the matter of clarification. 

Senator McNamara. Fine. Your complete statement will be 
printed in the record as you request. 

Mr. Simons. Actually, the two sections of the law that we have 
been concerned with most in Michigan, particularly the industrial 
sections of Michigan, are section 305 (a) (3) of Public Law 815 and 
section 4 (a) of Public Law 874. These two sections of the law are 
slightly different than the type of matters that have been taken up in 
the rest of the act in that largely this bill has been directed at taking 
care of Federal housing people, Federal military people, but these two 
sections of the law that we have participated in, in the State of Michi- 
gan, are what we call the “defense contract” or the “Federal contract 
activity” sections of these two laws. 


REPEAL OF “PRESIDENTIAL FINDINGS” SECTION 


Specifically, we have worked for some 3 years to have section 305 
(a) (3) that is called the “Presidential findings section of Public Law 
815” removed. This was inserted into the law in 1953. 

Evidently, it was looked upon asa safeguard. At that time we did 
not feel it was necessary nor do we feel it necessary any longer because 
this is the section of the law that has the most stringent qualifying 
requirements. 

Actually, I should say to you that we were very pleased when the 
House committee sent two members of the committee, Cleveland 
Bailey and Peter Frelinghuysen down to our area to go over the entire 
problem that we were facing. 

When they came back they were good enough to arrange for us to 
have a complete day of testimony concerning this Presidential findings 
before the House committee, and we brought before them charts and 
materials. We were able to work with them and they, in their version 
of the bill, H. R. 11378, saw fit to eliminate the Presidential finding. 

We would certainly hope that this would continue when it appears 
in the Senate version of the bill. 


ADMINISTRATIVE MONSTROSITY 


Actually, the Presidential finding has been an administrative mon- 
strosity. There is no question about that. I think from the stand- 
point of the good administration of any type of legislation when you 
insert a clause that requires the President of the United States to make 
a declaration before a section of a particular law can become operative, 
certainly it is going to be.almost so cumbersome that it cannot work. 

This section of the law, when it originally went into operation, pro- 
vided a great deal of actual administrative hardships on local school 
districts. 

In Michigan, because we have had to band together, we developed 
some sort of a procedure that would help us to get over the Presiden- 
tial finding section. 

In order to do this we had to actually deal with 3 agencies of the 
Government rather than the 1 agency of government. We had to 
deal with the Department of Labor, the Department of Defense 
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Mobilization, as well as the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare. 

We felt this was an unnecessary routine. 

Under the initial part of this program we were faced with delays 
of 5,6, and 7 months in having this processed because we were unable 
to secure the declaration that would permit us to receive funds under 
these laws. 

We eventually did it. 

THE 90-DAY CLAUSE 


During the next renewal of the bill ther was a 90-day clause inserted 
into the act in which it was made quite clear that the Congress was not 
satisfied with the delay that had been experienced in processing the 
applications. 

So they made a negative finding in which they said that if this find- 
ing it not made within 90 days the districts autom: itically would be 
declared eligible under the Presidential finding section. 

Of course we still had to meet all of the other stringent requirements 
and they are part of the law. 

I will not go into it more than to say that we actually would have to 
produce increases of more than 20 percent in order to qualify under 
that section of the law. 

In the House bill they have completely eliminated that. It returns 
this section practically to the same status that it was in the original 
legislation. It worked very effectively. It was administered very 
fairly without any degree of question of propriety or anything else. 

So it would be our feeling that this section should in the Senate ver- 
sion of the bill be left out. 

The Presidential finding certainly has worked a great deal of hard- 
ship even though we have been able to qualify, but it has been a cum- 
bersome administrative routine and it has taken tremendous amounts 
of time. 

Of course, the expenditures of some money have been made on the 
part of local school districts. 


SECTION 4 (A) OF PUBLIC LAW S74 


I would also like to mention section 4 (a) of Public Law 874. This 
was the companion section to section 305 (a) 3. They have drifted 
apart over a period of years because section 4 ( (a) has had other ele- 
ments brought into it. 

Some of my colleagues from other parts of the country will be 
testifying this morning on suggested changes in section 4 (a), but I 
want to make it clear to the members of the committee that the amend- 
ments that they are proposing for section 4 (a) will have no effect on 
the present 4 (a) section that applies to the State of Michigan. 

This is because our particular section is one of contract, one of Fed- 
eral contract activity. 

Actually, as was brought out in the hearings before both the sub- 
committee and the full committee of the Howe, this section of the 
Jaw has been practically inoperative for the past 2 years. 

It has been the feeling of schoolmen that it was moper: ative because 
of certain tables that had been included in the application forms which 
required school districts in order to qualify to show increases in total 
employment in the plants. 


SS SSS 
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It was our contention that this particular section of the law was 
directed at taking care of defense impact workers and their children 
who were actually causing a burden on local school districts. 

Before the House committee it was agreed and generally discussed 
by Mr. Lillywhite and by me that certain changes could be effected 
administratively. I see nothing wrong with the | language of the law 
and I am sure that we are in agreement. 


EMPHASIS ON “IMPACTED PUPILS” 


However, I would ask if it is at all possible for the committee here 
to consider including i in their report, in order to clarify what was done 
in the House, the two paragraphs on page 4 of the House Report No. 
1532 in which this statement was made. 

I think this will clearly indicate the desire of both the House and 
the Senate to see that these laws are administered in the terms of 
impact pupils. 

If I may, I would liketoquoteit. Itstates: 

In fact, the Committee on Education and Labor has requested the Department 
to make some alterations in its forms and instructions to school districts seeking 
operations assistance under section 4 (a) of Public Law 874. 

We have been assured by the Department that some changes will be made so 
that school districts will more clearly understand the avenues open to them for 
seeking assistance, and the committee hopes that the Commissioner of Education 
in making determinations under this section will place more emphasis on numbers 
of impacted pupils rather than numbers of employees in defense plants. 

Now I think this would clarify the matter so in the event that there 
was any question raised concerning the actual operation of this section 
of the law in terms of total employment, and that type of thing, it 
would clear the matter up greatly, Senator. 

It would seem to me with the number of defense contracts that we 
have in Detroit certainly we want more without any question, and 
I am sure you have been working on that, but at the same time since 
these laws have been written and have been in operation to take care 
of the school districts who are impacted, I certainly feel that the 
elimination of the Presidential finding from section 305 (a) (3) of 815 
and a clarification of section 4 (a) In your committee report would 
certainly put some of the school districts in. 

Especially in Western Wayne County, in Oakland and Macomb, I 
think it would put us back into operation from the standpoint of the 
Federal program. 

I have not gone into the detail that we went into in the House be- 

cause I know that this committee has studied the matter. 

It has certainly been a pleasure for me to come here and say these 
few words concerning these particular sections. I certainly hope that 
the committee will continue to do the good work that they have always 
done. 

Senator McNamara. Thank you, Mr. Simmons. I am sure that 
your views are very valid and the committee will give them due con- 
7 ‘ration. Thank you again. 

(The full statement by “Mr. Simmons follows :) 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM SIMMONS, SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS, ROMULUS, MIcH. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I appreciate this oppor- 
tunity to come before this committee to discuss certain sections of Public Laws 
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815 and 874 as they pertain to the federally affected school districts of the 
State of Michigan. My remarks will be directed specifically at section 305 (a) 
3 of Public Law 815 and section 4 (a) of Public Law 874. 

Most Michigan school districts that qualify for funds under these two laws 
qualify on the basis of impact from federally connected contract activities rather 
than the Federal impact of the military personnel or persons living in Federal 
housing projects. These sections of the laws have been the most misunderstood 
sections since the initial passage of this legislation. As a result of this mis- 
understanding, these two sections of the laws have become more restrictive 
as a result of amendment and the administration of the laws. This year, how- 
ever, a Task Force Committee of the House Labor and Education Committee 
visited Michigan and made a thorough study of the operation of these two sec- 
tions of the laws. As a direct result of this study by the Task Force Committee 
the House Labor and Education Committee was able to have a very clear picture 
of the operation of these two sections of the laws and I am pleased to report 
that section 305 (a) 3 of Public Law 815 was amended by H. R. 11378 to 
eliminate the so-called Presidential finding clause and the operation of section 
4 (a) of Public Law 874 was clarified by the committee report which discussed 
the major problem in the administration of this section of the law. 

Michigan schoolmen who are participating in the impact program are as a 
whole satisfied with H. R. 11378. This bill, along with the committee report, 
covers what has been major inequities in the operation of these two laws in 
the State of Michigan. 

I would like to cite the major points relative to the operation of these 2 laws 
in the State of Michigan that caused Michigan schoolmen to sponsor certain 
amendments to the 2 laws for the past 4 years. 


Section 305 (a) 3 of Public Law 815 


This section of the law provides for Federal assistance to local school districts 
whose membership has increased from activities of the United States carried 
on either directly or through a contractor. Such increases in enrollments have 
been multiplied by 45 percent of the per pupil cost of constructing minimum 
school facilities in determining the entitlement of local school districts. The 
original philosophy governing this section of the law was based on the fact that 
the determination for assistance would be made on the basis of the pupil impact 
in a school district resulting from the Federal activity rather than the affect of 
Federal activities on an area which may include a number of school districts 
each of which is affected quite differently. The law, however, in 1953, was 
amended to add that a Presidential finding would be required to the effect that 
a school district, in order to qualify, must be located in an area in which a 
defense plant is being newly established or substantially expanded; that the 
activity of such plant require a substantial inmigration of defense workers or 
military personnel and that there be a shortage of school facilities. This Presi- 
dential finding was delegated to three agencies, the Office of Defense Mobiliza- 
tion. the Department of Labor, and the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare. The entire finding was to be brought together and the Secretary of 
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare would make a determination 
based on the findings of the three agencies. Under this program a long delay 
occurred in the processing of applications and in order to correct this delayed 
situation the Congress amended the law to require that the Presidential finding 
be completed within 90 days. Should the finding not be made within 90 days 
this section of the law would not be applied. It was noted during the House 
hearings on this particular aspect of section 305 (a) 3 that very few school dis- 
tricts were disqualified because of the original requirement. Under the 90-day 
regulation not 1 school district was disqualified. It is the feeling of Michigan 
schoolmen the Presidential finding should be removed from the law. This 
change would return the law to its original basis and, if administered as equitably 
and as fairly by the Office of Education as it has been in the past, would not 
increase the cost of this section by one dollar. Actually the Presidential finding 
adds to the cost of administering the law and injects a new factor into the basic 
philosophy of this section that changes the intent of the law. 

Extensive testimony was presented to the House subcommittee asking that 
the Presidential finding be eliminated from the third category of Federal impact 
and that the school districts affected by these Government contracts be treated 
on the same basis as the school districts affected by the other two categories of 
Federal impact. Reasons given by the affected school superintendents for the 


return to the provision of the original law with respect to this category are as 
follows: 
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1. It takes an undue amount of time and an unreasonable amount of effort to 
make the Presidential finding—from 5 to 6 months. This means that the school 
districts eligible under this category must wait several months longer than 
necessary as well as the districts eligible under other categories of Federal 
impact before they can be notified as to their eligibility. In fact, it delays the 
whole program because of the priority system. 

2. The critical defense area finding discriminates against the school districts 
in industrial areas because the critical area finding must be made in terms of 
defense contracts only. If the finding is made that there has been defense 
contracts and inmigration of labor then a school district can count all inmigrant 
federally connected children, ineluding those working on Government contracts 
other than defense contracts. Thus, two school districts side by side may each 
have an inmigration because of labor required for Government contracts which 
results in an increase of 300 children in each 1. The plant affecting one school 
district has defense contracts and the plant affecting another school district 
has nondefense Federal contracts, yet they both have the same number of 
inmigrant children for the same reason but one is eligible for Federal assistance 
and the other is not. 

3. This Presidential finding is difficult to make, and the required evidence 
is such that it cannot be made with any great degree of accuracy. It appears 
that the ODM usually has access only to information that shows prime contracts 
and cannot certify as to subcontracts. The law permits a school district to 
estimate enrollments for a 2-year period. The Department of Labor cannot 
estimate with any degree of accuracy what inmigration of labor will be required 
for more than 6 months in advance. Thus, when a critical finding is made 
after the 5 or 6 months’ delay a serious question is raised as to what it means. 

4. There is no need for a critical-area determination to protect the Federal 
interest. It duplicates to a large degree the findings of eligibility that must 
be made by the Office of Education. 

The critical-area finding can only determine if the plants in the area have 
defense contracts and if these defense contracts have required an immigration 
of labor to such an extent that there is a shortage of school facilities. The 
Office of Education must determine in addition for every such case that there 
has been an increase during the 2-year period in the number of children of 
parents who work at plants having Government contracts sufficient to equal 
10 percent of the average daily membership during the base year, before a school 
district is eligible. In addition, the school district must show an increase during 
the 2-year period of 10 percent in its non-Federal children and if it meets both 
of these criteria the Office of Education only allots a sufficient amount of money 
to house the unhoused federally connected children in minimum school facili- 
ties. These increases required for eligibility in this category are already twice 
the percentage as required in category 1 or 2. To state it another way, without 
any Presidential finding a school district must show a 20-percent increase in 
school enrollment, 10 of which has to be in federally connected children and 
must have unhoused school children in the district before it gets Federal assist- 
ance. This is considered to be ample protection to the Federal interest. 

Evidence was presented to the House full committee that if there had been 
no Presidential finding required, only 25 additional school districts would have 
received Federal assistance in the amount of $2%4 million and all of this money 
would have gone to construct school facilities for unhoused schoolchildren whose 
parents had migrated into areas where their services were needed on Govern- 
ment contracts. 

Perhaps 75 percent of all of the school districts applying under this category 
come from Michigan, Los Angeles County, Calif.. and New York. There are 
a few others: Connecticut, Kansas City area, and 1 or 2 other isolated areas. 

Direct communication with school districts who have participated under sec- 
tion 305 (a) 3 of Public Law 815 indicates they are satisfied with the elimina- 
tion of the Presidential finding as reported in House bill 11378. I certainly 
hope that this committee will also recommend that the Presidential finding be 
removed from legislation in the interest of the boys and girls of the federally 
impacted school districts. 

I would refer you to the testimony of several school superintendents before 
the subcommittee of the Committee on Education and Labor, House of Repre- 
sentatives, in the event further information is desired. 


Section 4 (a), Public Law 874 


Section 4 (a), Public Law 874, was originally passed as a companion section 
to section 305 (a) 3 of Public Law 815. This section of the law recognizes 
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that a local school district is entitled to Federal assistance for maintenance and 
operation if an increase in average daily attendance in an applicant school 
has occurred in the current fiscal year and such an increase as well as the 
increase in the average daily attendance of eligible subsection 4 (a) pupils is 
at least 5 percent of the non-Federal average daily attendance for the previous 
year. These eligible pupils will be determined if the increases have been the 
direct result of Federal activity carried on either directly or through a con- 
tractor. 

This section of the law originally provided payment for school districts in 
areas burdened by Federal contract activities and, I must say, that I cannot 
improved on the language which spells out the basic philosophy of the original 
act. No changes have been made in this section of the act other than percentage 
requirements and a shifting of the base year since the passage of the original 
act, however. Gentlemen, I must say to you that this section of the law has 
been made inoperative because of an administrative interpretation designed to 
bring other factors into the eligibilty requirements that were not in the law. I 
am confident that the Congress by not changing this section of the law intended 
the law be carried out in the same fashion that it had been since its initial pass- 
age. The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare by devising a new 
table for the application form added a factor to the eligibilty requirement which 
ruled in effect that Federal impact caused by new contracts or extended contracts 
would not be recognized unless the school district could prove that the total 
employment force of a given industry had increased as a result of the Federal 
activity. To this was added the requirement that where an increase in defense 
workers could be shown along with the accompanying increase in total employ- 
ment force only the percentage relationship between the two factors could be 
applied to the pupils of the defense workers in determining eligibility. Under 
prior requirements pupil increases were measured in terms of Federal impact 
on the local school district. This change did not take into consideration the 
fact that a new contract requiring specialized workers from another area could 
impact a local school district without increasing the total employment force of 
a given plant. Eligibility requirements in all other sections of the act are 
computed on the relatiouship between the average daily attendance of federally 
connected pupils and the total average daily attendance of all pupils enrolled. 

The matter of the administration of section 4 (a) of Public Law 874 was dis- 
cussed in detail with the full committee of the House, Labor and Education 
Committee, by B. Alden Lillywhite of the United States Office of Education, and 
me. The full committee was good enough to listen to the explanations offered 
and I am pleased to say that the committee report clarified the status of this 
section of the law to the point where I am confident that both the Office of 
Education and the school superintendents applying under this section of law 
are satisfied that this section of the law will be administered on the basis of 
numbers of impacted pupils rather than numbers of employees in defense plants. 

I would ask that this committee review the statement made in the House of 
Representatives Report No. 1532 of page 4 relative to the administration of 
section 4 (a) of Public Law 874 which stated, “As a further safeguard to con- 
gressional intent, in the section-by-section analysis of this report there is re- 
printed the administrative rules and regulations issued in connection with these 
two public laws. In doing this, the Committee on Education and Labor has 
made it clear that there is no infringement on the right of the Commissioner 
to issue new regulations, or to amend existing regulations, when circumstances 
warrant. It is hoped that the committee will be advised when such changes 
are made. 

“In fact, the Committee on Education and Labor has requested the Department 
to make some alterations in its forms and instructions to school districts seeking 
operations assistance under section 4 (a) of Public Law 874. We have been 
assured by the Department that some changes will be made, so that school dis- 
tricts will more clearly understand the avenues open to them for seeking as- 
sistance, and the committee hopes that the Commissioner of Education, in mak- 
ing determinations under this section, will place more emphasis on numbers of 
impacted pupils rather than number of employees in defense plants.” 

I would also ask that this committee include similar language in their report 
in order to assure federally impacted school districts that no other interpreta- 
tion from an administrative standpoint can be applied to disqualify school dis- 
tricts who would have qualified under the original interpretations placed on the 
administration of this section of the law. 
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I want the committee to know that I appreciate having had the opportunity to 
come before the committee to discuss these two laws. I also would like tS pd 
in closing that I hope the committee will consider favorably the work e . e 
House committee as reported in H. R. 11578. This legislation is good legis o 
tion and it has done a tremendous job in the State of Michigan. The effec ts of 
this committee of the House committee has made possible needed classrooms 
for boys and girls and has provided funds for the operation of these classrooms. 
This legislation should be continued in its amended form and I am confident 
that the members of this committee will view with favor the proposed extension 
and amendment of these two laws. Once again I want to thank the Michigan 
schoolmen and IT want the committee to know that any or all of us stand ready 
to provide the committee with any further information that might help to give 
a more clear view of these two impact laws. 

Senator McNamara. Our next witness is Oscar V. Rose, superin- 
tendent of schools, Midwest City, Okla. 

Mr. Rose, we are glad to have you here. 

Do you have prepared statements for the record ? 

Mr. Roser. I have turned them over to the clerk. I have some 

; 2 “ 
charts here that I will bring up before I start, Senator. 

Senator McNamara. You have a rather short statement. Do you 
want to follow the script ? 

Mr. Rosr. No. I plan to use the content guide there for my re- 
marks and file this rather lengthy statement as background material 
and source material should any question concerning my testimony 
arise. 

Senator McNamara. Then you want the entire statement printed in 
the record? 

Mr. Rosr. I would like to have the entire statement filed. 

Senator McNamara. We will print it as you request. 

You may proceed now in your own manner, sir. 


STATEMENT OF OSCAR V. ROSE, SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS, 
MIDWEST CITY, OKLA. 


Mr. Rosr. As you all will note on the front of this statement I am 
superintendent of schools of Midwest. City and have been for the past 
15 years since the Federal installation was established in that school 
district. 

As you will note also on the contents of this statement I have listed 
out seven changes which the House made and which were talked 
about yesterday by the Department of Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare. I will not burden the committee with repeating those. 


TEMPORARY EXTENSION 


However, I want to make one mention with reference to the tem- 
porary extension which was mentioned in my item 2. 

As you were told, of course, the legislation was extended with ref- 
erence to the children whose parents both live on and work on Fed- 
eral property. It was extended for an indefinite period whereas the 
other sections of the law were extended for 3 years. 

The school administrators go along with this and agree with it, 
not on the theory that there is any less Federal responsibility in one 
than the other, but that perhaps the part that has Seen only tempo- 
rarily extended for another 3 years needs to have a new look occa- 
sionally to see just what the reevaluation would suggest or determine 
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We certainly feel that a child of a parent who works on Federal 
property or who lives on Federal property is just as fully entitled 
to one-half the local contribution rate which the law provides as a 
child whose parents both live on and work on Federal property who 
is entitled to full local contribution rates. 

That is the only comment I want to make to be sure that this com- 
mittee or Congress does not get any indication that almost a million 
children who are in that category are less Federal responsibility to 
the degree that this law makes them, such as the other group is. 


CHARTS RELATING TO MIDWEST CITY 


I want to go to some charts to just point out the Midwest City 
problem which we think is at least illustrative of the larger or more 
heavily impacted districts. 

I am doing that for one particular reason, and that is to show that 
this problem has not been eliminated or has not been solved as would 
have to be the case if the suggestions made by the Health, Education, 
and Welfare Department were followed, because we do not think it 
by any manner or means at all has been solved and thus there should 
be no tapering off of this legislation so long as the problem exists. 

Senator McNamara. Mr. Rose, before you go ahead with that, we 
would like to be sure that the record shows at this point that Senator 
Yarborough is present. 

Senator YarsoroueH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Roser [indicating]. This is simply a chart showing the Midwest 
City School District. You will notice the boundaries of 45 square 
miles. Originally that district was composed of 5 individual districts 
of 9 square miles each. It now is in one district. (See p. 105.) 

Tinker Field and the Oklahoma City Air Material Command is 
located almost identically in the center. 

In 1942 this entire area was nothing more than farm land. In fact, 
this area against the post had a wheat field on it. The whole area 
was not part of the Oklahoma City metropolitan area. 

At that time Oklahoma City was 5 miles to the west. Now it has 
grown up and we have two cities within our school district, both grow- 
ing out of the need for housing for this great Federal installation. 
One is Del City and the other is the Midw est C ity. 


TWENTY-FIVE THOUSAND FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 


I simply want to say in connection with this chart that the growth 
here is not suburbanization. You just do not find suburbanization 
jumping 4 or 5 miles of territory without housing on it and going out 
here to suburbanization. It is suburbanized to this great Federal 
installation that employs some 25,000 employees, appr oximately 19,500 
civilians and approximately 5,500 military personnel. 

You will notice that about 2 months ago the housing project was 
authorized and contracts let and they are building 268 housing units 
in that corner of the Federal project. They will be ready for oc- 
cupancy I would say next spring or late next spring. 

Those people now live not only here but in various surrounding 
areas. I believe the post has a chart that shows even out to 100 
miles radius from this great installation people drive in daily to work. 
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INCREASE IN SCHOOL POPULATION 


One other point I would like to make with reference to this locale 
is this: Even though the employment, and that is in line with what 
Mr. Simmons said awhile ago, has remained almost static during 
the last 7 or 8 or 10 years, in the neighborhood of 25,000, the school 
population here has risen from 3,114 to 10,416 this current year. 

There is a definite urge on the part of the Federal officials to get. the 
people who work way out 50, 75 miles, to move closer to their work. 
As their jobs become more permanent, I mean they begin to feel that 
they are steady, why they begin to look for a place to live closer 
than they are now driving from. Thus, there is a constant change 
from what. I term commuting of the Federal employees to residential 
living in the area. So there 1s no tieup at all between the growth that 
continues in the neighbor hood of a large installation like this and the 
number of employees until you would reach at least the normal per- 
centage that you find of 25,000 workload living near the place. 

Some people will never ‘choose to live close to where they work, 
but there is perhaps a norm that will some day be reached. 

Also in the last 5 or 6 years housing has been restricted. As you 
gentlemen know, building has been retarded materially so there are 
just not as many homes built in the area for the people to occupy. 

Let me say again that the problem here is not suburbanization, being 
4 or 5 miles from the city, and thus is normal city growth. 
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The next chart I would like to show [indicating] is to dispel the 
thought that you hear sometimes that since the Federal Government 
has enacted these laws and they have been in operation there might 
be the tendency on the part of the local citizens to relax their efforts 
concerning the meeting of their financial needs. 

On this chart I base the span from 1950, the beginning of these 
laws, to the present rather than back in 1942 because the growth from 
1942 to 1950 was handled under other legislation. 


RISE IN 





ASSESSED VALUATION 


But in 1950 we had valuation of $4,724,000. That has grown now 
to $17 million, just a constant rise. You might say that district has 
become improved financially. It would be, only that we have grown 
from 3,114 to, as I said, 10,416. So actually when you come over to 
the per pupil valuation you have not that rise. 

Each year the valuation would go up, the number of pupils would 
increase sufficiently to make the per pupil taxable wealth stay almost 
level. In other words, it has only increased from $1,518 to $1,659. 

I did just a little study in the area. In Oklahoma County the assess- 
ments were made by the same assessor, and the property per child has 
gone up. 

In Oklahoma City the property per child has gone up—the taxable 
property. Then when you separate the area outside of the city in 
the county, that has also gone up more than any other area. 

So I am simply suggesting this as being reasonable: That the in- 
stallation be wholly tax exempt or the industrial area, a part of our 
taxable wealth, not being tax exempt instead of having the $1,600 per 
child, I believe my testimony will show in the normal trend in the 
area, we would have had, I believe, about $4,900 per child. 


INCREASE IN TAX LEVY 


With regard to our levies we have gone from a 20-mill levy for 
schools to a 34-mill levy and operating a total levy of 276 to 4,475, 98 
percent in the 8-year period. 

So. if you would subtract the 1,400 from the 1,659 and apply this 
44-mill tax levy, it would yield us a ‘million dollars, more than a million 
dollars; whereas this past year we got $647,000 from this Public Law 
874. 

So our levy, had it been normal, if the Federal property were taxable 
even to the extent of normalcy, we would have had more money on our 
normal tax pattern than we have with this law. 

So there just has not been any slacking off of the major districts at 


least in attempting to ride the Government for the payments under 
Public Law 874. 
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AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDENCE INCREASE TRENDS 
FEDERAL & NON-FEDERAL PUPILS 


| 10,41 
10,416 TOTAL 
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I would like to then go to another chart [indicating chart No. 3]. 
This chart does show the growth in pupils. It has been almost paral- 
lel to the growth and valuation. (See charts on pp. 110-111.) 

We have grown, as I said, from 3,114 pupils to 10,216 this current 
year, in an 8-year period. 


PERCENT OF FEDERALLY CONNECTED PUPILS 


I might say this also: The children whose parents live on and work 
on Federal property have never been under 50 percent and have never 
been over 58. So as the total pupil load has grown, the part of the 
total pupil load that is federally connected has almost remained 
constant. 

This year it is exactly 55 percent. We just calculated that recently 
at the close of our school year. 

I want to show another thing that is along the last point that I have 
attempted to make. This part of the school budget is what is made 
up from local funds through the 8-year period to 1958. This part 
through here is what is made from the State funds. This part is the 
Federal funds of the total overall budget. 

The local share has gone from 40 percent to 49 percent. The State 
has been about the same—from 20 percent to 26 percent. There has 
been a little fluctuation. It has gone as low as 23. However, that 
means a lot more State money because we have increased pupils all 
along. 

DECREASE IN PERCENTAGE OF FEDERAL AID 


The Federal Government back in 1950 provided 44 percent of our 
budget. This year it has provided 25 percent of our budget. So by 
any logic or by any reasoning or statement of fact we do not find that 
our district, at least—and I am sure the others have the same records— 
are riding the Federal Government for its share of the funds, but they 
have continually increased. 

I would like to make one other statement about this chart. What 
would happen if the HEW proposals were adopted because all of our 
children in the past and until this housing I mentioned awhile ago is 
completed will continue to be children whose parents only work on 
Federal property, so they would be in the 3-year period and be com- 
pletely elimntnated, and this section of our budget would be completely 
wiped out. 

We could come back to that level of education because, as I already 
said, the levy increased from 27 plus mills to 44, I believe. 

Senator McNamara. Before you leave that chart, I would like to 
say that I think you make a very good case. Graphically it expresses 
it very well. 





SOURCE OF STATE REVENUES 


How do you raise your Statemoney? Isthat by sales tax generally ? 

Mr. Rosr. You mean on this level ? 

Senator McNamara. Yes. 

Mr. Rose. It is virtually all out of the general revenues. We have 
a minimum foundation program which supports what we term the 
basic program. It is on a deficit operation. Suppose the minimum 
State program in the school I happen to represent was about a million 
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and a half dollars. Then there is a certain part of that that is charge- 
able against it. The difference is what they make up here and it is 
in the general revenue. 

Senator McNamara. Is it a property tax? 

Mr. Rosr. Not at the State level. 

Senator McNamara. What is the base for State help ? 

Mr. Rosz. Principally State income tax. 

Are there any questions on this point ? 

Senator McNamara. Actually the local tax is also included in what 
you call the State tax because the local people contribute through their 
income tax to the State fund, too. 

Mr. Rosr. Oh, yes. 

Senator McNamara. That is hard to show, I am sure. 

Mr. Rose. That istrue. I know I pay income tax as well. 

Senator McNamara. You go right ahead. 

Mr. Ross. Are there any other questions you would like to ask? 

Senator Yarsoroucu. I have no questions. 

Mr. Rose. I have mentioned 3 amendments, 2 of which have been 
well presented to this committee, and I think it would be usurping 
your time without any value coming from it for me to reiterate the 
statement that has been made concerning the 2 amendments. 

I choose to call them here in my contents “New qualifying require- 
ments under 815” which Mr. Bradford and Mr. Shore mentioned to 
the committee yesterday. 


QUALIFYING 





ACCUMULATIVE IMPACT 
I do want to say this with reference to my testimony: As a matter 
of suggestion or comment I suggested 10 and 15 percent as the qualify- 
ing accumulative impact. I am not prepared nor do I intend to 
defend that as being 10 as against 8 or as against 12 but that would 
be for the committee to decide how liberal or how restrictive they 
choose to make that particular section of the law. 

Then the orderly fiscal adjustment was presented by Mr. Hammond 
from Connecticut and also by Mr. Shore from New York. 

I do not think that I will go over that again. However, I would 
like to say that the increased payment on impact or the amendment 
which Mr. Yarborough introduced the day before yesterday is the 
one course that I would like to give some specific testimony on. 

I choose to call the payments under 874 “increased payment for 
impact.” You must have an increase and you must have budgetary 
need under section 4 (a), whether it is the type of people that Mr. 


Simmons spoke of or whether it is the type of people that I am 
speaking of. 
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PL.874 FEDERAL ASSISTANCE 
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All of these figures are in thousands [indicating chart No. 4] and 
they are taken from the annual reports of the Office of Education on 
this program. 

The first 4 years, as you will note, had section 3 (e) in the law. 
These are the number of pupils that were paid on during each of 
those 4 years. This is the amount of money that it took to pay it. 

You will notice that I have used only the impact here. In order to 
qualify under section 3 (e) a school district did not have to show need, 
it was only impact. However, it took this amount of money. 

During the same 4 years the type of impact, Senator McNamara, 
that Mr. Simmons was talking about was taken care of over here. 
Then, the last 2 years or the next 2 years they put the 2 together. 

There are two kinds of children in 4 (a) at the present time, both 
of which however required impacted need. 

You will notice that when you went into the needed requirements 
you eliminated a lot of this money. Here is a total of those 2 which 
went from 3 million, 5 million, 6 million, then back to 5 million, 4 
million, and 3 million. 

The thing we are trying to do is to restore this next million this year 
back to this position. 

Two years ago or in the last 2 years this section of the law has been 
virtually inoperative only for the second year’s payment. This is the 
part of the figure that the schools qualified for. 

In other words, the law now says, “You will get a first payment, 
and on the second you will get not more than 50 percent of the first 
one.” So actually, whereas half of this would be 1,200,000, the schools 
making application could qualify for only 777,000 of them. 
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In that year there were only 52 children paid for under section 4 (a) 
for the first year payment and they were paid $12,000. Then, the 
next year we get half of that. This is an estimated figure but it is 
fairly sound. 

There are about 568 children. So next year under the present law 
they will still get the maximum of $15,000. 

What we want to do is to come back up to this point right here. 


ESTIMATED COST OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


I would like to go to my testimony to answer a question, I believe, 
that Mr. Yarborough asked yesterday. He asked, “How much will 
thiscost?” I would like to present it to the committee. 

I have said in my statement: 

To give the committee members an idea of how the proposed amendment would 
work and what the cost would be, let us consider the data for the 1954—55 and 
1955-56 fiscal years. 

That is what we are trying to go back to with the elimination of 
the second year payment. In other words, we are not going back all 
the way. 


During this 2-year period the average normal payment for children whose 
parents live on or are employed on Federal property was $79.14 each. 

Of course, there will be some that will be higher and some lower, 
but that was the average. This was paid without requirement of im- 
pact or a showing of need, while the average payment under section 
4 (a) for the same type of children who represented an impact was an 


average increase of $71.98 per child. 
CALCULATION OF COST 


In other words, if you add these 2 figures together, divide it by the 
sum of these 2, you will get $151. 

That was the average payment on those 17,000 children each of those 
years. That meant that the schools that qualified for need and impact 
would get for that not all the pupils in their school. 

In other words, take last year, when I had about 5,600 Federal chil- 
dren. The previous year I believe it was around 5,300. I would get 
this payment on these 300 new children. So I would get $71.98 per 
child more. 

Let us multiply it by 17,000 children. If you will multiply that you 
will get a figure that is a fair estimate I believe as to what the cost 
would be, and it is $1,233,000. 

This was made up before your question was asked yesterday, Mr. 
Yarborough, because certainly it is question that the Senators and the 
committee and other members would like to know. 

I believe it is $1,233,377. 

Senator YArBoroucH. That would be the average cost per year ’ 

Mr. Rosr. Based on averages. 

I want you to notice that even though the number of total pupils 
in these two areas went up materially, ‘the number of children quali- 
fying under this section remained almost identical. So I do not think 
we could reason that it has gone way up to 20,000, 30,000, 40,000 
children. 
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SENATOR YARBOROUGH’S AMENDMENT 


I want to say one other thing, and I will conclude my testimony. 
Senator Yarborough and Senator McNamara, I took the liberty last 
night to take your amendment and place it in the present law. We 
can make some more copies. 

This is the Yarborough amendment placed in the present law. It 
amends three places in the law. It amends section 4 (a), and the part 
that is underlined down there is the new part. 

Senator McNamara. This will be placed in the record at this point 
if you will give the reporter a copy of it. 

(The document referred to follows :) 


AMENDMENTS TO H. R. 11378 


Sec. 4. (a) If the Commissioner determines for any fiscal year ending prior 
to July 1, 1958— 

(1) that, as a direct result of activities of the United States (carried 
on either directly or through a contractor), an increase in the number of 
children in average daily attendance at the schools of any local educational 
agency has occurred in such fiscal year, which increase so resulting from 
activities of the United States is equal to at least 5 per centum of the differ- 
ence between the number of children in average daily attendance at the 
schools of such agency during the preceding fiscal year and the number of 
such children whose attendance during such year resulted from activities 
of the United States (including children who resided on Federal prop- 
erty or with a parent employed on Federal property if the agency elects 

to count such children for the purposes of this section instead of for the 
purposes of section 8); 
a 
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(b) For the next fiscal year (except where the determination under the pre- 
ceding sentence has been made with respect to the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1958) such agency shall be entitled to receive 50 per centum of such product 
reduced by the amount of such product which is attributable to children with 
respect to whom such agency is, or upon application would be, entitled to receive 
any payment under section 3 for such fiscal year, but not to exceed for such year 
the amount which the Commissioner determines to be necessary to enable such 
agency, with the State, local, and other Federal funds available to it for such 
purpose, to provide a level of education equivalent to that maintained in the school 
districts in such State which in his judgment are generally comparable to the 
school district of such agency. The determinations whether an increase has 
occurred for purposes of clause (1) hereof and whether such increase meets the 
5 per centum requirement contained in such clause, for any fiscal year, shall be 
made on the basis of estimates by the Commissioner made prior to the close of 
such year, except that an underestimate made by the Commissioner pursuant 
to the foregoing provisions of this sentence shall not operate to deprive an agency 
of its entitlement to any payments under this section to which it would be entitled 
had the estimate been accurate. 

(c) In determining under subsection (a) whether there has been an increase 
in attendance in any fiscal year directly resulting from activities of the United 
States and the number of children with respect to whom payment is to be made 
for any fiscal year, the Commissioner shall not count— 

(A) children with respect to whom a local educational agency [is ; or upon 
application would be, entitled] elects to receive any payment under section 3 
for such fiscal year, and 

(B) children whose attendance is attributable to activities of the United 
States carried on in connection with real property which has been excluded 
from the definition of Federal property by the last sentence of paragraph 
(1) of section 9. 


Mr. Rose. This is the way Senator Yarborough’s amendment actu- 
ally changes the wording of the law. I want to point out one thing 
to you. 
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The present law at this time says, “fifty percent of such product.” 
Then the language placed in is: 
reduced by the amount of such product which is attributable to children with 
respect to whom such agency is, or upon application would be entitled to receive 
payment under section 3 for such fiscal year. 

That is necessary because if it were not in there then it would take 
away the half payment for the type of 4 (a) children that Mr. 
Simmons was talking about. It does not eliminate the half-year 
payment for the type of children that result from contracts. 

However, the type of children that result from increases under 
section 3 are eliminated from the second-year payment. 

Senator McNamara. Do you have any questions at this point, 
Senator Yarborough ? 


THE SECOND-YEAR PAYMENT 


Senator Yarsoroucu. Mr. Rose, you said that the second payment 
to children would be eliminated. You mean it would be eliminated 
without this wording that the amendment offers ¢ 

Mr. Rose. The second-year payment would have eliminated for the 
other kind of children, the contract children, if it would not have had 
that. With this, it eliminates only those for whom the first payment 
was made on the section 3 children. 

There is one other thing I believe I should mention and the com- 
mittee would want to get some advice on from the Office of Education 
on this. The question has been raised: Suppose a school district 
makes application for its increase in section 3 under this proposed 
amendment or the law changed by the amendment but does not 
qualify? What will happen thent They will not know perhaps 
that they qualify until late in maybe March, April, or May. 

Senator McNamara. After the budgets have been made up. 

Mr. Rose. After the Office of Education has had the i inspection of 
the district and the facts are known definitely. Then what would 
happen if they did not qualify? Could they be put back under 4 (a) 
for anormal payment? 


EFFECT OF FAILURE TO QUALIFY UNDER SECTION 3 


That might be checked very carefully so if a school district applies 
under this section for its increase in section 3 but does not qualify 
even on the basis of need or on the 55-percent impact because it is 
higher than the normal, then they would be paid normally as they 
are for those children. 

Senator McNamara. That is a good point and the committee will : 
pursue it, you can be sure. 

J want to thank you for your very fine testimony. Perhaps Sena- 
tor Yarborough has a further comment. 

Senator Yarsoroueu. I think it is very fine testimony, Mr. Chair- 
man. It is very illuminating and helpful to the committee. 
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(The full statement of Mr. Rose follows :) 


STATEMENT BEFORE THE SENATE EDUCATION SUBCOMMITTEE ON EXTENSION OF 
PusLic Laws 815 Anp 874 (81st Cone.), JUNE 25 AND 26, 1958, By Oscar V. 
Rose, SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS, MipWestT Ciry, OKLA. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am Oscar V. Rose, superin- 
tendent of schools at Midwest City, Okla., and as the administrator of one of the 
most heavily federally impacted school districts, I certainly want to thank you 
for taking time in this busy session to consider the extension and further modifi- 
cation of Public Laws 815 and 874. According to the testimony of the Depart- 
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, this legislation affects the education 
of 7.6 million children, or almost 25 percent of those now in attendance in Amer- 
ican elementary and secondary schools. Thus, I am grateful for the opportunity 
to appear before you in behalf of this great army of future American citizens. 

The ist session of the Sist Congress authorized an on-the-spot study of the 
educational problems caused by the farflung Federal activities, and early in the 
2d session both Houses conducted rather lengthy hearings to consider these 
problems which resulted in the enactment of Public Laws 874 and 815 late in 
September 1950. Since that time the Congress has amended and extended this 
legislation with increasing unanimity until the present expiration date is June 
30, 1958, for Public Law 874 and June 30, 1959, for Public Law 815. 

My testimony today will consist of three parts which I consider pertinent 
to the deliberations of this subcommittee: 

1. Discussion of the amendments made in the current extension of these laws 
by the House enactment of H. R. 11378. 

2. The case of the Midwest City School District as an example of the original 
need and continuing need for this legislation. 

3. Senate amendments which I believe are justified in order for this legislation 
to meet the Federal responsibility to the federally affected school districts. 


COMMENTS ON H. R. 11378 


H. R. 11378 certainly has the approval of the school administrators as indicated 
by various communications I have received since action was taken by the House. 
In connection with extending both of these laws, some of the major changes are 
briefly stated as follows: 

1. Both Public Laws 815 and 874 are extended without a termination date for 
children whose parents are employed on and live on Federal property. In 
1956-57 the Federal Government paid slightly over $20 million for the average 
daily attendance of 109,262 such children under Public Law 874, which repre- 
sented approximately 20 percent of the total cost of this law. The increase in this 
type of federally connected children, which is the basis for payments under Public 
Law 815, represents slightly more than 10 percent of the increase of the total 
federally connected children. However, the per pupil construction assistance 
for this type of pupil is approximately twice that for other federally connected 
pupils, so this type of pupil also represents approximately 20 percent of the total 
cost of Public Law 815. Certainly, the Federal responsibility for this type of 
pupils is permanent and the legislation should also be considered on a permanent 
basis. 

2. Both laws are extended until June 30, 1961, with respect to other types 
of federally connected pupils. While the number of pupils eligible for assist- 
ance under the term of this extension represents approximately 90 percent of 
the total federally connected pupils and 80 percent of the appropriations nec- 
essary for both laws, it is recognized that they are perhaps less directly fed- 
erally connected than those children aided under the permanently extended 
sections of this legislation. It is strongly contended, however, that these chil- 
dren are no less a partial Federal responsibility than those aided under the 
permanent extension. The school superintendents simply agree with the posi- 
tion of the House in that a periodic evaluation of this phase of the legislation 
is wise, and thus concur in the extension period to June 30, 1961. 

3. In Public Laws 815 and 874 the children of parents who both are em- 
ployed on and live on Federal property and children of parents who either live 
on or are employed on Federal property may be combined in meeting the 
qualifying percentage for eligibility the same as in previous years. However, 
payments will be made at the rate for each type of federally connected chil- 
dren, whereas payments for both types of children are now made at the lower 
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rate (for those whose parents only live on or are employed on Federal prop- 
erty) unless the number of “higher rate’ pupils when taken alone meet the 
qualifying percentage. 

In many instances Capehart housing is constructed 100 units or so at a 
time, which means that without this amendment the children from such 
housing would not equal the qualifying requirement and thus a school district 
will receive only one-half the local contribution rate for operation purposes 
and 50 percent of the construction cost for children whose parents make no 
local contribution to the revenues required to meet their educational cost. 
The change made by the House provides that all applicants shall receive pay- 
ments on the same basis for the same category of pupils. 

4. Under Public Law 874 the local contribution rate floor based on the 
average payment under this act was changed to one-half the national aver- 
age’ per pupil cost with the provision that this new flood shall not result in a 
reduced payment during the 1958-59 fiscal year. Experience with the present 
floor indicated a built-in escalator effect resulting in a more rapid increase in 
the floor than the corresponding increase in cost of education. Thus, it is 
considered wise to base any floor on the cost of education rather than pay- 
ments made under this act. 

5. Under the present Public Law 874 the qualifying percentage for schoois 
having 35,000 or more pupils in average daily attendance on June 30, 1939, 
is 6 percent compared to a 3-percent qualifying requirement for schools with 
less than 35,000 pupils in average daily attendance, and the larger schools are 
paid for only that part of the federally connected pupils which exceed 3 per- 
cent of their total pupil load. The date for determining the average daily 
attendance of schools in this regard has been changed from June 30, 1939, to 
June 30, 1957, with the provision that this change shall not apply to any appli- 
eant which has previously qualified for assistance under the 3-percent require- 
ment as a school with less than 35,000 pupils in average daily attendance. 

The 3-percent absorption in the present law for schools with 35,000 or more 
pupils in average daily attendance is eliminated and thus payments for all 
pupils will be made when a school has met the qualifying requirement. These 
changes are justified by the principle that the Federal responsibility is the 
same for the same category of pupils regardless of the size of the school. 

6. In Public Law 815 the presidential finding requirement under section 305 
(a) (3) (sudden and substantial increase in attendance) has been eliminated. 
Experience showed that this requirement was most difficult to administer in 
that it involved three governmental agencies with an unavoidable duplication of 
effort and an accompanying increase in administrative costs. Thus, it virtually 
eliminated any assistance under this section of the law. 

7. Both Public Laws 815 and &74 have been liberalized with reference to 
payments for the attendance of Indian children. In Public Law &74, section 10 
which provides special requirements for such children has been eliminated and 
the law has been amended elsewhere providing the same treatment for these chil- 
dren as for other children whose parents either live on or are employed on Federal 
property, 

In Public Law 815 the Commissioner is authorized to waive the substantial 
percentage qualifying requirement with the further provision that sections 1 to 
10. both inelusive, other than section 6 (bh) (1). shall not apply with respect 
to determinations made regarding such children. 


THE MIDWEST CITY SCHOOL PROBLEM 


Public Law 874, operation assistance 


In presenting the Midwest city school district problem, I have four charts, 
photostatie copies of which are in your copy of my testimony and to which I 
will refer as I proceed with my testimony. 

The first one shows the boundaries of the school district and the relative 
location of the Federal installation consisting of Tinker Air Force Base and the 
Oklahoma City air materiel area which is located wholly within the school 
district. 

In 1941 this entire 45-square-mile area was a normal rural area with perhaps 
not. more than 50 families who worked in Oklahoma City, which was from 3 to 5 
miles from the western boundary of the district. There were approximately 
206 pupils in average daily attendance at the 5 rural schools located in this 
same area. 

At this time the per pupil assessed valuation of the area was $4,119 compared 
to $3.022 for the State, $3,516 for Oklahoma County, and $3,781 for Oklahoma 
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City. Thus, prior to the establishment of the Federal installation this area 
had a favorable financial position in the State. At the present time the assessed 
valuation per pupil in the Midwest City school district has dropped to $1,659, 
while in Oklahoma it has increased to $4,367; in Oklahoma County it has 
increased to $4,568, and in Oklahoma City the increase has been to $4,771. Of 
course, none of these areas has had the tremendous pupil growth experienced 
by the Midwest city school district which, together with the tax-exempt, federally 
owned property, has caused the reduction in the per pupil assessed valuation 
whereas it would have normally shown an increase. A comparison of these per 
pupil valuations will serve to show the devastating fiscal affect on a school ais- 
trict which results from a large tax-exempt, Federal installation being located 
within its boundaries. 

In 1942 the Federal installation which still employs 25,000 military and 
civilian personnel, was located almost in the very center of the areas as indi- 
eated by the chart. Also, the first home in Midwest City was completed during 
this year. By the time World War II closed in 1945 many homes had been con- 
structed and the school attendance had increased to 1,200 pupils. In view of 
the permanency of the installation this growth continued and by 1950 Del City 
had also been developed within the school district, which along with more homes 
in Midwest City and in the general area the school attendance had increased to 
3,114 pupils. During this period (1942-50) the Federal assistance for both 
operation and school construction was provided under the Lanham Act and its 
succeeding legislation to help meet the expanding educational program. 

This chart is presented in order to dispel any idea that the educational 
growth of this school district results from metropolitan suburbanization. Even 
at the present time, it will be noted, the boundaries of the school district are at 
least 2% miles removed from the city limits of metropolitan Oklahoma City. 
In a sense this community is suburban to a great Federal installation, and I 
believe it is reasonable to suspect that the school population, both federally con- 
nected and nonfederally connected would have been but slightly increased except 
for the need created by the Federal installation. 

The second chart to which I would like to call your attention is designed to 
show that the citizens of this school district have made every effort within rea- 
son to meet the financial need of the expanding educational program, and why 
it has been and still is impossible to do so. 

The graph to the left shows the constant annual increase in total assessed 
valuation due principally to the homes built in the area, since the industrial 
property supporting the population is tax-exempt. The total assessed valuation 
in 1942 was $887,000 and had increased to $4,725,000 in 1950 prior to the enact- 
ment of Public Laws 815 and 874. Since 1950 it had increased to $17,283,000 
on September 1, 1957, and will approximate $19 million by September 1, 1958. 

The ad valorem tax levy for schools has been maintained at the maximum 
legal limit throughout the past 15 years. As this legal limit was raised, the tax 
levy was increased. It will be noted from the center graph that during the 8 
years the legislation under consideration has been in operation the total school 
levy has been increased from 22.6 mills to 44.75 mills, or 98 percent. Within 
this total levy the operation portion has increased from 20 to 34 mills, or 70 
percent. 

This tremendous increase in levy has been nullified because the assessed valu 
ation per child in the district was reduced from $4,119 prior to the Federal 
installation to $1,659 at the present time. With a normal development in this 
same environment we could have reasonably expected the $4,119 taxable valua- 
tion per child in 1942 to have increased to $5,190 which would have provided 
$3,531 additional taxable wealth per child. If we apply the increased millage 
(34 mills) to this additional per pupil valuation it would have produced $121.25 
per child. For the 10,416 pupils during the current year the total budgetary 
revenues would have been increased $1,263,000 compared to the $647,000 re- 
ceived under the present terms of Public Law 874 for the current school year. 
Thus, we see that even with the present Federal assistance under Public Law 

74 this school district is short over $600,000 in school revenues from a normal 
school finance program even when the exceptionally high local effort is con- 
sidered. 

Again it is pointed out that the impossible fiscal condition of this school 
district results from the unusual increase in number of pupils and the tax- 
exempt, federally owned industrial property which supports the employment 
of their parents. 

The third chart I would like to call your attention to shows the unusual 
increase in pupils and the sources of total revenues. 
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Before the enactment of Public Law 815 and Public Law 874, as mentioned 
before, the average daily attendance had grown to 3,114 pupils. As shown by 
the first graph this growth has continued on a rather constant trend during 
the past 8 years to the present average daily pupil load of 10,416 pupils. A 
similarity will be noted in the growth trend of both the nonfederally connected 
pupils and the federally connected pupils. During the past 8 years the fed- 
erally connected pupils have increased from 1,348 to 5,728, whereas the non- 
federally connected pupils have increased from 1,766 to 4,688. Since this 
graph shows responsibility in terms of ‘whole pupils’ and since the federally 
connected pupils under the terms of Public Law 874 in this case are consid- 
ered to be one-half the responsibility of the local school district, you will note 
that the “whole pupil’ responsibility for the school district has increased 
from 2,440 to 7,552, or 310 percent, and the “whole pupil” responsibility of 
the Federal Government has increased from 674 to 2,864, or 425 percent dur- 
ing the 8-year period Public Laws 815 and 874 have been in operation. 

The other graph on this chart shows the total available revenues annually 
and the three sources from which they have been derived during the operation of 
Public Law 874. Your attention is especially called to the increase in the to- 
tal budget and the percentage provided from the local sources even though 
the district has experienced a phenomenal growth, as shown in graph I. This 
increase is from 30 percent to 49 percent while the Federal Government’s share 
in the budget has been reduced from 44 percent to 25 percent. Certainly this 
record does not support any implication that the local effort has been reduced 
because of the Federal assistance. 

Finally, I ask each member of the committee to consider the educational 
plight of these 10,416 children if Public Law 874 is not extended. You may 
do this by simply marking off that segment of the revenues furnished by the 
Federal Government and noting what would remain to meet the cost of an educa- 
tional program for them. 


Publie Laie 815, construction assistance 


Public Law 815 has been equally as essential and helpful to the schools 
of America as Public Law S874. Perhaps a majority of the Members of the 
Senate have had the joy and privilege of attending a dedication service or 
visiting a school building which was built with assistance under this public 
law. In each case such a building has made it possible to transfer children 
from very unsafe and inadequate school facilities to a new structure, and I 
am sure that they could not help but catch the feeling of pride and enthusiasm 
of the children and their parents upon such an occasion. It has been my 
privilege to attend some 8 or 10 such dedication programs, and I sincerely 
believe that no Federal funds have been expended during the past 8 years 
which will result in greater good to America than those expended under this 
public law. 

At the beginning of the 1950-51 school 'term in September the active member- 
ship in the Midwest City School District was 4,606 pupils. Permanent school 
facilities were available for 1,924 or only 42 percent of this pupil load. The 
remaining 2,682 pupils were accommodated by overcrowding the permanent 
classrooms, through double shifts, or by the use of makeshift, temporary class- 
rooms obtained from abandoned Army Camps. During the 8 years since that 
time, May 30, 1958, and even with the continued phenomenal increase in total 
pupil load there were only 1,218 pupils of a total membership of 10,628, without 
adequate classrooms. These together with some 900 pupil increase expected on 
September 1 will be housed in temporary classrooms until additional permanent 
facilities can be constructed. 

Due to the continued expansion of the Federal installation located in this 
district in connection with the abandoning of other air installations, we may 
expect a continued increase of between S800 and 1,000 pupils each year for at 
least the next 5 years. Of this continued increase over 50 percent will be fed- 
erally connected under the terms of Public Law 815. The school district is now 
bonded to the constitutional limit of 10 percent, but may and I am sure will 
continue to vote an annual bond issue in excess of $300,000 which is made pos- 
sible by the continued increase in total tax valuation and the annual payments 
made on bond issues previously authorized. This continued local effort, how- 
ever, would not provide for the present shortage and certainly would not meet 
the need of the anticipated growth without continued Federal assistance. 
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PROPOSED SENATE AMENDMENTS 


While the changes made by the House in enacting H. R. 11378 are an im- 
provement over the present legislation, the school superintendents appearing 
before this subcommittee are proposing other amendments which we believe 
will more nearly establish equitable Federal responsibility within the purpose 
of this legislation. 

I. Public Law 815 has operated on a 2-year period basis throughout the §& 
years since it was enacted, and to qualify for assistance during any 2-year 
period a school district has been required to show a 5-percent increase in fed- 
erally connected pupils. Thus, we find districts which have received assistance 
with only a 5-percent increase in federally connected pupils, whereas some 
districts have received no assistance whatsoever because they did not meet any 
2-year period requirement and yet they have accumulated an increase of 15 per- 
cent or more during the 8 years. Even though it might have been equitable 
had the law been operative for only 1 or 2 such 2-year periods it certainly be- 
comes more and more inequitable when considered on an 11 year or permanent 
basis. 

The correction of this inequity may easily be accomplished by selecting an 
accumulative qualifying percentage of increase such as 10 percent and 15 per- 
eent respectively in both federally connected and nonfederally connected pupils. 
In meeting this new eligibility percentage requirement, pupils previously used in 
qualifying during any 2-year period should be excluded. Since the enactment of 
the legislation and in line with the philosophy of the present legislation, Fed- 
eral assistance should also be restricted to only that part of such increases in 
federally connected pupils for whom minimum school facilities are not available 
at the time of application. 

II. Public Law 874 should provide for an orderly fiscal adjustment upon the 
failure of a former successful applicant to meet the qualifying percentage in a 
given year either because of a decrease in or cessation of Federal activities or 
through an increase in the total pupil load to which the qualifying percentage is 
applied. This is in line with the philosophy and operation of this law as 
originally enacted. 

When the Congress was considering this legislation in 1950 it found that a 
number of school districts had experienced rather phenomenal increases between 
1939 and 1950 for which they had received assistance under the Lanham Act and 
similar successive legislation. However, in 1950 when Public Law 874 was en- 
acted the increases in these school districts had ceased to be federally con- 
nected due to the close of World War II and the resulting changes in Federal 
activities. However, it was found that the increased pupil load previously 
caused by Federal activity still maintained in these school districts rendering 
them unable to provide normal educational programs. 

In view of this Public Law 874 recognized “increases heretofore occurring” 
under section 3 (b) and provided for a Federal payment on a budgetary need 
basis. Realizing that this type of Federal responsibility should terminate, this 
section provided further that a school district could receive 75 percent of the 
first year’s payment during the second year (1951-52), percent during the third 
year (1952-53), and 25 percent during the fourth year (1953-54). 

During the 1951-52 fiscal year 114 schools received $5,689,224 for the attend- 
ance of 72,046 children in this category. During the next 3 years further pay- 
ments in the amounts of $3,948,275, $2,820,127, $1,350,179, respectively were 
made. Thus, we find the Federal Government making payments totaling 
$13,807,835 over a 4-year period to provide an “orderly adjustment” in financing 
the educational cost of 72,046 children in 114 school districts. 

Following 1953-54 there were no further payments under this section and the 
fact that there has been no effort to revive or continue such payments indicates 
very strongly that the plan served the purpose of gradually shifting the re- 
sponsibility for these pupils from the Federal Government to the local school dis- 
trict. It is suggested that a similar plan is needed at the present time for the 
same purpose due to the continued changes in Federal activities which occur 
rather abruptly in most cases. 

The problem caused by an increasing pupil load base was recognized by the 
House when it changed the date for determining whether a school district had 
35,000 average daily attendance from June 30, 1939, to June 30, 1957. An 
amendment offered by Hon. Lee Metcalf of Montana and adopted on the floor 
was as follows: 
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“Provided, That this paragraph shall not apply to any agency or consolidated 
agency which has qualified for payments under this act before the date of en- 
actment of this proviso by virtue of having less than 35,000 average daily at- 
tendance during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1939.” 

This amendment served to “freeze” the base upon which the qualifying per- 
centage is applied in these larger school districts, and it is equitable to give the 
smaller schools this same protection. 

III. Public Law 874 should provide for increased payments during the first 
year’s attendance for those pupils whose parents are either employed on or live 
on Federal property. This payment should also require budgetary need. 

Both Public Laws 815 and 874 are commonly referred to as Federal impact 
legislation. In the case of Public Law 815 impact (increase) is a requirement 
for Federal assistance, whereas in Public Law 874 it is not. In this case 
eligibility is based on the percentage of federally connected pupils in a given 
year whether such pupils represent an increase or not. However, in the 
original Public Law 874 and each subsequent extension, as well as in H. R. 
11378, Federal responsibility because of Federal impact and financial need are 
recognized as enunciated in the declaration of policy. 


“DECLARATION OF POLICY 


“SECTION 1. In recognition of the responsibility of the United States for the 
impact which certain Federal activities have on the local educational agencies 
in the areas in which such activities are carried on, the Congress hereby declares 
it to be the policy of the United States to provide financial assistance (as set 
forth in the following sections of this act) for those local education agencies 
upon which the United States has placed financial burdens by reason of the fact 
that— 

“(1) the revenues available to such agencies from local sources have been 
reduced as a result of the acquisition of real property by the United States; 
or 

“(2) such agencies provide education for children residing on Federal 
property ; or 

“(3) such agencies provide education for children whose parents are 
employed on Federal property ; or 

“(4) there has been a sudden and substantial increase in school attend- 
ance as the result of Federal activities.” 

The amendment suggested is strongly in line with this declaration of policy 
and we find that for 6 of the 8 years during which this law has been operative 
considerable Federal assistance has been provided under the principle of item 4 
of this declaration. 

The annual reports of the United States Office of Education on Public Law 
874 show that the major Federal impact (increase) results from attendance of 
children whose parents are employed on Federal property and is recognized in 
item 3 of the declaration of policy. A comparison of the 1950-51 and 1956-57 
reports will serve to point out the continuing Federal impact in this category. 
In 1950-51 the Federal Government recognized its responsibility for 442,898 
such children compared to 1,170,011 such pupils in 1956-57. This is a continu- 
ing impact of 727,113 pupils over a 6-year period. However, it must be pointed 
out that this increase results both from an increase in the number of applicants 
(1,183-8,331) and increases in such pupils in some of the applicant districts. 

As stated before this legislation made provisions for a formulated payment 
on these children which was not based upon impact or need. However, in line 
with the impact principle, both stated and implied in the declaration of policy, 
an additional payment or an increased payment was authorized for 6 of the 
8 years based on impact (increase) and budgetary need. The fourth chart, 
a photostatic copy of which is in your copy of my testimony, details these pay- 
ments during the operation of this legislation. 

This chart shows the payments made under each of two sections of the act 
together with the total annual cost and the total pupil increase in average daily 
attendance for which the payments were made. 

During the first 4 years of the act, section 3 (e), provided for an additional 
payment for the increased pupils whose parents were employed on or lived on 
Federal property. Budgetary need was not required and thus this was strictly 
a payment based on impact. During these same 4 years, section 4 (a), provided 
for a payment on pupils representing an increase in attendance and who resulted 
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from activities of the United States “carried on either directly or through a 
contractor” but who were neither employed on or lived on Federal property. 
Thus, these payments required both a showing of impact and budgetary need. 
The total average daily attendance and payments for both these sections are 
shown in the last two columns. 

Section 3 (e) did not require budgetary need and it was found that many of 
the children for whom payment was being made had not created a financial 
burden upon the educational agencies providing education for them as specified 
in the declaration of policy, while in some districts they did create a financial 
burden. Thus, at the beginning of the 1954-55 fiscal year this section was 
eliminated from the law and the increases previously recognized were included 
under section 4 (a) provided both impact and financial need could be shown. 
At this same time that part of section 4 (a) for which payments had been made 
during the previous 4 years for children resulting from activities of the “United 
States carried on directly or through a contractor” was virtually eliminated 
through further restrictions placed on this category. 

Thus, during the 1954—55 and 1955-56 fiscal vears the great majority of children 
for which payments were made under section 4 (a) represented increases in those 
children whose parents were either employed on or lived on Federal property. 
At this same time a further change provided for a second year’s payment not 
to exceed one-half of the payment made for the attendance of these children 
the first vear. It will be noted that the changes made resulted in a downward 
trend in both the eligible pupils and the total payments based on impact and need. 

During the 1956-57 and 1957-58 fiscal years this plan of payment was eliminated 
except for the second entitlement for the 17,099 pupils for whom a payment was 
made during 1955-56. Only the normal payment was made on the increased 
children the same as that made for children who had previously been in attendance 
and for whom State and local funds were available. The provision for an 
additional or increased payment based on impact and need was discontinued. 

The amendment we now propose simply allows an applicant the choice of 
accepting the normal payment without the showing of need or a first year pay- 
ment similar to that provided during the 1954-55 and 1955-56 fiscal years under 
section 4 (a) upon a showing of need, but does not reinstate the second year 
payments provided during those years. 

To give the committee members an idea of how the proposed amendment will 
work and what the cost would be let us consider the data for the 1954—55 and 
1955-56 fiscal years. During this 2-year period the average normal payment for 
children whose parents live on or are employed on Federal property was $79.14 
without the requirement of impact or the showing of need, while the average pay- 
ment under section 4 (a) for this same type of children who represented an 
impact (increase) was $151.12 provided there was a showing of budgetary 
need, or an average increase of $71.98 per child. There was an average of 17,135 
pupils each of these 2 years so the total cost would have been $1,233,377. 
Certainly, some districts received more than the average of $71.98 while others 
received less because under the other terms of this section of the act no district 
could receive more per pupil than is necessary to provide the per capita cost 
of comparable districts for the second preceding vear. 

From the applicant’s viewpoint such an increased payment is essential if the 
normal revenues are to be available to maintain the average per pupil cost of 
comparable districts. This is true because the local and State revenues in most 
instances are based upon the average daily attendance of the pupils for the 
previous year without any consideration of the increased pupils. Thus, there 
is no revenue from either of these two sources to accompany the Federal pay- 
ment for this new impact. The only way in which the educational program for 
the new pupils can be financed is by dividing the total revenues available among 
the old and new pupils alike which results in a reduced educational program. 
While this distribution might suffice if only a small increase is experienced, it 
becomes disastrous when large increases are experienced year after year for a 
number of years. 

Finally, the attention of the members of this committee is called to the fact 
that during the 1957-58 fiscal year less than $40,000 will be paid under Public 
Law 874 based upon the requirement of impact and need even though they are 
both emphasized in the declaration of policy. Thus, if this policy is to be carried 
out in this legislation, serious consideration should be given to partially re- 
storing the payments based on the original concept supporting the legislation. 

I certainly want to thank the members of this subcommittee for their patience 
and interest during this presentation. If there are any further questions I shall 
bé pleased to attempt to answer them. 
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Mr. Rose. Mr. Woodruff, superintendent of schools of Des Moines 
County, Burlington, Iowa, would like to file a statement. He did not 
ask to be heard verbally but he would like to file a statement for the 
record concerning his school. 

Senator McNamara. Mr. Woodruff, we are glad to have you here 
and you can be sure that we will be happy to file your statement at 
this point in the record. 


Do you have any brief comment you would like to make ? 


STATEMENT OF L. L. WOODRUFF, SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS, 
DES MOINES COUNTY, BURLINGTON, IOWA 


Mr. Wooprurr. No, sir. I was very glad to waive my time for the 
benefit of Mr, Rose. My statement is on file. I am very glad to be 
here. 

Senator McNamara. We will see that the reporter has your state- 
ment. Thank you, sir. 


(The statement of Mr. Woodruff follows :) 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am L. L. Woodruff, county 
superintendent of Schools of Des Moines County, Burlington, Iowa. I want 
to thank you for taking time during this busy session to consider the extension 
and further modification of Public Laws 815 and &74. According to the testi- 
mony of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, this legislation 
affects the education of 7.6 million children, or almost 25 percent of those now 
in attendance in American elementary and secondary schools. 

I am here to represent the 21 school districts in Iowa that benefit from the 
provisions of Public Laws 815 and 874. A list of the school districts in Iowa 
and the amount of benefit received from the 1956-57 year are as follows: 


Public Law 815—Total entitlement: 


Tama Independent School District, Burlington____._.___________ $11, 660. 00 
I I a slain ha ANN chen het penile ai gigs timseiimioe 58, 406. 00 
Public Law 874—Net entitlement for 1956-57 : 

Danville Community School District..n...-4é<.0<-6----4.-45-- 10, 635. 06 
Buffalo’ Independent School District............-.---..-_. - 3, 545. 00 
Middleton Independent School District 2_.__.__._.__--_____________ 34, 700. 00 
Knoxville Independent Scbool Distriet__.__.__._____-_--_-__-_ _.. 45, 267. 00 
Burlington Independent School District 3--_._-_-.---____________ 121, 370. 00 
West Burlington Independent School District 4____._._---__~_ ez 8, 181. 00 
New London Consolidated School District. ___- scrim sess es nongrsela a he 
Mount Pleasant Independent School District___._._._._._.________- 10, 499. 00 
Rockingham Township School District--._.._._._._._._-__-__-_______ 2, 305. 00 
LeClaire Independent School District_...___..._.__________-____ 1, 772. 00 
Sabula. Consolidated School District.................______.. 7, 499. 00 
Dayenport. Township School District.._...._........._.......... .10, 628.00 
Tama Independent Rural School District 5.-.--._..__----_-_~- 1, 297. 00 
Sergeant Bluff Consolidated High School District____________ 27, 542. 00 
Fee Rural Independent School District......-....-__.._-_... , 1, 665. 00 
CE eraana ik. WT ANN COCA RN ied hit seed 3, 136. 0C 
Bettendorf Independent School District_._._._-__..__..-..__.._._.. 14, 316. 00 
Ames Cioiemieeres, en. Ses ee 17, 943. 00 
SE a a ee 1, 537. 00 
Pleasantville Community School District__._._._.__.-_~- Seeker 3, 272. 00 
Washington Township School District, Ames_____~ siete headline 2, 049. 00 

I oS cect cla i hse ered ese dined 339, 847. 00 


The applications for 1957 and 1958 are quite similar, however, the exact 
amount of money they will receive for the 1957-58 year has not been announced. 
I am more especially concerned with the welfare of the 5 districts in Des 
Moines County; namely, Burlington Independent, Middleton Independent, Dan- 


ville Community School District, West Burlington Independent, and Tama 
No. 5 Independent. 
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However, I am concerned with the welfare of all of the school districts in the 
United States and Territories and hope that following the present hearing 
that sensible legislation will be enacted to the benefit of all eligible districts. 

The impact in Des Moines County, Iowa, and our neighboring counties is the 
result of the establishment of the Iowa ordnance plant in our county in 1940 
and which came into production in 1941. We are pioneers in legislation of this 
kind. It was my privilege to give testimony here in May 1941 at hearings 
when the Lanham Act was being developed, and to appear before several com- 
mittees after that date. We have faith in the Congress of the United States 


to develop sound legislation after thorough hearings on the many facets of this 
and other problems. 


I would like to urge your consideration of amendments to H. R. 11378 to do 
the following things: 


1. Liberalize Public Law 815 to make payments to districts that have had 


substantial Federal impact and yet have not qualified because of the require- 
ments within 2-year periods. 


2. Provide for making payments to districts experiencing diminishing impact, 


especially in districts where layoffs which we hope are temporary have caused 
school districts to lose their eligibility. 


3. Full payment per pupil to heavily impacted districts that receive a sub- 
stantial number of new pupils at the beginning of a school year. Substantially 
this means the return of section 4 (a) to the law. 


I want to thank the members of this subcommittee for their patience and 


interest during this presentation. If there are any questions I shall be pleased 
to attempt to answer them. 


Respectfully submitted. 
L. L. Wooprvurr, 
Des Moines County Superintendent of Schools, 
Burlington, Iowa. 
Senator McNamara. The next witness is Mr. M. L. Reese, county 
manager, Montgomery County, Md. 


STATEMENT OF M. L. REESE, COUNTY MANAGER, MONTGOMERY 
COUNTY, MD. 


Mr. Reese. Senator, I want to thank you and your committee for 
the opportunity to appear here this morning as a substitute for one of 
the council members, Mrs. Stella Werner. I want to apologize and 
ask tolerance for some time to prepare a written statement to submit 
for the record. 

Senator McNamara. We will be glad to have you do that. Do you 
think you can do it in the next few days? 

Mr. Reese. Yes; I will try to get it back to you within 24 hours. 

Senator McNamara. We want to proceed with this record as fast as 
possible and get it to the full committee. If you can get it to us 
within 24 hours, we would appreciate it very much. We will keep 
the record open for that purpose. 

Mr. Reesr. Thank you, sir. 

Senator McNamara. Thank you. 

(The statement of Mr. Reese follows :) 


STATEMENT BY M. L. REESE, COUNTY MANAGER, MONTGOMERY CoUNTY, Mb. 


Mr. Chairman, this statement will be confined primarily to a discussion of two 
facets of Public Law 874. These involve the schoolchildren of Federal em- 
ployees who work and live on Federal property and the schoolchildren of Fed- 
eral employees who work on but do not live on Federal property. An attempt 
will be made to set forth the problems we face as the result of being a federally 
impacted area. Problems that are not peculiar to this county, but which parallel 
those confronting numerous communities, to a varying degree, where similar 
situations exist. 
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Much of this discussion will be devoted to the enumerating of the factors and 
reasoning which prompted the conclusions and recommendations included in 
this statement concerning Public Law 874. 

Montgomery County, Md., abuts the District of Columbia on the northwest. 
Because of its location, Montgomery County has long been looked upon and re- 
ferred to as the “bedroom” of the Nation’s Capital. This reference stems from 
the large number of people domiciled in our county who have the District of 
Columbia as the location of their place of employment. A substantial portion 
of these people are Federal Government employees. 

The Montgomery County government, as the local governing body of the com- 
munity of their domicile, realizes and accepts its responsibility for services to 
be rendered all residents of our county. By reason of our being a federally im- 
pacted area, the burden imposed on the local government in rendering these 
services is of great magnitude. The single most important contributing factor 
is the increasing cost of education attributable to the influx in student popu- 
lation. 

Approximately 1 out of every 3 students in the public schools in Montgomery 
County, Md., is federally connected. This ratio has remained constant during 
a period when our school enrollment is increasing at a rate of more than 5,000 
students per year. 

The amount of Montgomery County’s per federally connected student entitle- 
ment under Public Law 874 represents less than one-fifth of the average operat- 
ing cost per year for the education of each qualifying student. The average 
operating cost per student per year used in this computation does not include 
capital construction or debt service requirements. 

For the 10-year period ending with fiscal 1958-59, our school capital construc- 
tion program exceeds $60 million. Even though it has been the policy of the 
county to finance as much of the capital construction program as possible from 
sources other than bond issues, it has been and will be necessary for the county 
to resort to bond issues in order to finance a substantial portion of the school 
construction program for the period mentioned above. Since approximately one- 
third of our school capital construction needs are attributable to federally con- 
nected students then it follows that an estimated $10 million interest cost at 
maturity on bonds issued for one-third of this program is attributable to the 
same factor. 

In the fiscal year ending June 30, 1957, 71.4 percent of the current operating 
expenses for the operation of public schools in Montgomery County was borne 
by the county government. More than 90 percent of the funds supplied by the 
Montgomery County government for its public-education system is realized from 
tax levies against real and personal property subject to taxation in the county. 

The single most important provision of Public Law 874, as it applies to 
Montgomery County, is the provision concerning students whose parents work 
but do not live on Federal property. It is true that in almost every instance 
where a child in this category attends the public schools of Montgomery 
County the parent either pays a property tax directly upon his home, if he 
owns the same, or indirectly through the payment of rent if he occupies his 
residence on a rental basis. However, in this connection, if all of the taxes 
levied against residential property in Montgomery County for all county 
government supported functions and operations were made available for public 
education in the county, it would not be sufficient to finance the county’s 
portion of the school-operating cost. 

The resulting deficit from residential property is made up from the taxes 
levied against business properties in the county. In other words, moneys to 
defray the cost of educating an employee’s child can be said to come from 
two sources: (1) the tax revenues derived directly or indirectly upon the 
residence of the employee, and (2) the tax revenues derived from the levies 
against the properties owned by his employer. In the absence of Public Law 
874, as it applies to Federal employees who work but do not live on Federal 
property, there would be only one source of revenue, that indicated as (1) 
above, to pay the cost of educating the children of these employees. 

In the school year 1948-49, the total pupil enrollment in the public schools 
of Montgomery County was 31,300. For the school year 1958-59, the total en- 
rollment is estimated to be 68,450. As stated above, our student enrollment 
is now increasing at a rate in excess of 5,000 per year. Of this more than 
5,000 per year increase, more than 1,800 will be federally connected students. 

The financial hardship imposed upon federally impacted areas is attributa- 
ble to one basic factor, and that is the number of additional students at- 
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tending their school system as a result of the impact situation. We feel 
that Public Law 874 recognizes this premise in the method of determining 
eligibility and amount of aid under its provisions. We do not feel that it 
would be either necessary or advisable to bring in factors other than those 
given consideration in Public Law 874. We are referring to such as the situ- 
ation where the Federal employee’s place of employment is outside the juris- 
diction of the school system where his or her child is being educated. While 
it is true that the assessable base for local taxing purposes is adversely af- 
fected by Federal installations, we feel that this is not of sufficient significance 
to warrant consideration in the distribution of funds under any legislation 
designed to give relief to federally impacted areas. We have always welcomed 
and encouraged the locating of Federal agencies in Montgomery County. This 
attitude by Montgomery County has been prompted, at least to a certain de- 
gree, from our experience that the loss of assessable base resulting from 
incoming Federal installations is, to a great extent, offset by a general ten 
dency of stimulation to lecal commerce and area property values. 

We are of the opinion that the distribution of these funds should be on 
the basis of which school system is providing education for the child of a 
Federal employee who either works and lives on Federal property or works 
on but does not live on Federal property, both without any consideration 
being given to the location of his actual place of employment even though 
such installation might be located outside of the jurisdiction of the school 
system providing the education. This is in keeping with the basic proposi- 
tion that the financial hardship is primarily attributable to the cost of edu- 
cating such students which is being borne at the local level. The problem 
would not exist as the result of the mere locating of a Federal installation in 
a given jurisdiction if it were not for the influx of students in the school 
system as the result of the employees who accompany the incoming agency or 
installations. 

In conclusion and confining our attention to the provisions of Public Law 
874 which are of primary concern to Montgomery County, Md., it is our ree 
ommendation to this committee that participation under legislation to provide 
aid to federally impacted areas be continued, as in Public Law 877 on the basis 
of the number of students in the local school system who are children of Federal 
employees who either work and live on Federal property or work on but do not 
live on Federal property regardless of and without any consideration being 
given to whether or not the agency or installation is located within the juris- 
diction of the school system educating the child of any such Federal employee. 


Senator McNamara. We have a letter addressed to the chairman 
of the committee by Senator Olin Johnston. The letter and its en- 
closures will be included in the record, without objection. 

(The letter and enclosures appear in the appendix, pp. 164-169.) 

Senator McNamara. We have one more witness this morning, Mr. 
Medill Bair, regional superintendent, Pennsbury Joint School Board, 
Bucks County, Pa., the famous Bucks County. We are glad to have 
you here, sir. We want you to proceed in your own manner. 


STATEMENT OF MEDILL BAIR, REGIONAL SUPERINTENDENT, 
PENNSBURY JOINT SCHOOL BOARD, BUCKS COUNTY, PA. 


Mr. Barr. I am not used to this type of thing. I am young one 
innocent at testifying, so I am not sure ex: actly what procedure I 
should follow. Ihave prepared a written st: itement which I believe 
has been placed on your desk. 

Senator McNamara. We will be glad to put your entire statement 
in the record. Do you care to highlight or summarize your state- 
ment? If you do, that will be fine. We will print your statement 
with the tables at this point in the record. 

(The statement of Mr. Bair follows :) 
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STATEMENT OF MEDILL Barr, REGIONAL SUPERINTENDENT, PENNSBURY JOINT 
ScHoot Boarp, Bucks County, PA. 





















My name is Medill Bair and I am the regional superintendent of the Pennsbury 
Joint Schools in lower Bucks County, Pa. The Pennsbury board is composed 
of the school directors for Falls and lower Makeftield Townships and the Borough 
of Yardley. I am including in my presentation statistical material from two 
adjacent school systems in Bristol Township and Middletown Township, to give 
the committee a better understanding of the problem that faces all of the school 
districts in the lower portion of our county. 

I think I can give you a very quick picture of what has happened since the 
development of the Fairless works of the United States Steel Corp. in Bucks 
County, the residential construction that followed it, and the effect that all of 
this has had on our schools, and the financial problems of our school boards. 

In 1950 all was serene in lower Bucks County. Schools were on single session, 
our tax rates were moderate, and an adequate educational program was operating 
throughout the county. 

In Falls Township, as of October 1950, there were 662 children enrolled in our 
schools, but by October of 1957, there were 6,242, a 943-percent increase. 

Our neighboring school district, Bristol Township, had similar problems. In 
1950 their enrollment was 2,077. By October 1957, it was 8,498. Middletown 
Townships’ enrollment increased from 704, in 1950, to 3,480 pupils in October 
1957. 

These figures are for school districts. On the county level, the same situa- 
tions occurred. In 1950 the county enrollment was approximately 20,000 pupils, 
but by 1957 the enrollment was 48,000 pupils. It is estimated the enrollment 
in Bucks County will be around 64,000 by 1963. 

This led to a tremendous demand for classroom space. For a time, triple 
sessions threatened. 

Falls Township built 239 additional classrooms in a period of 5 years. Middle- 
town Township built 136 additional rooms, while Bristol Township was building 
an additional 263 classrooms. These 638 classrooms were added to the 96 which 
had been ample in 1950. 

This construction resulted in a 100-percent increase in the tax rate for school 
purposes during the same period of time, for Falls and Middletown Townships. 
For Bristol Township, there was an increase of nearly 300 percent. The actual 
rates, compared, are as follows: 
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This debt-service picture became alarming to our local citizens and to bond 
buyers. 














In Bristol Township the annual debt service for the 1950-51 school year was 
$25,241.70. By 1958-59 the debt service has risen to $1,215,537. The percentage 
of debt service to the total expenditures in 1950 was 5 percent, compared to 24 
percent for the 1958—59 school year. 

The Falls Township school district for the 1950-51 school year had no money 
tied up in debt service, while in the 1958-59 school year it had $489,275 involved 
in debt service, with the percentage of debt service to total school expenditures 
being 14.5 percent for this year. 

Middletown Township has an equally black picture. Its total levy for debt 
service rose to $319,713.54 in 1958-59, from a previously debt-free position. To 
repay these building loans, 16.8 percent of its budget is necessary. 

A recent study made by the Bucks County School Directors’ Association, dated 
May 14, 1958, A Study of Bucks County Public Schools’ Financial Problems, 
indicates (on p. 10) that by 1962-63 26 of the 45 fourth-class school districts 
in Bucks County will have reached a distress school district status and will 
require special financial assistance of one kind or another. 

What caused this tremendous growth? 

At the beginning of my presentation I mentioned the building of the Fairless 
Works of United States Steel. As a result of that construction, Fairless Hills, 
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a community containing 2,100 homes, was built, and its mortgages held by one 
of the retirement foundations of United States Steel. 

William J. Levitt & Sons and others were instrumental in having this section 
declared a defense area, which made it possible for them to move into the lower 
end of the county and sell homes with a very low and in some cases no down- 
payment and with a 30-year period of time to pay off the mortgage. This 
resulted in the construction of 17,000 homes. 

The United States Steel plant occupied 4,000 acres of what had been lush 
farmland and was granted a tax writeoff by the Federal Government of some 
$200 million. It has been estimated that the total cost of the plant is over 
$600 million. As the construction developed the tax writeoff was increased. 
The county commissioners set the assessment of the plant, for tax purposes, at 
a little over $23 million. This low assessment and the taxes that accrue from it 
represent one of the major financial problems of the Falls Township school board. 

In a situation of this kind it is always difficult to tell who is completely respon- 
sible for what. But it is certainly clear that the construction of the Fairless 
works made possible the ruling that this section of Bucks County was a defense 
area. The tremendous home-construction program followed. 

Today the situation looks like this to our area: 

The classrooms we have built to date are costing us over $2 million a year. 
One out of every four dollars raised for school purposes in Bristol Township 
are spent for debt service to house the children attending school. 

Increases in State aid have helped. Indeed, 50 percent of the funds spent on 
education in Pennsylvania are raised by the Commonwealth. However, it is 
not enough to care for our rapidly increasing enrollment of schoolchildren. Our 
soaring tax rate proves this. 

And the end is not in sight. 

The graduating class for our Pennsbury High School this year consisted of 
294 youngsters. The kindergarten enrollment on the same date was 1,159. 

There are over 12,000 children under the age of 6 in Bristol Township, with 
fewer than that enrolled in grades 1 to 12 today. 

The school district of which Middletown Township is a part has spent approxi- 
mately $15 million for school buildings. An equal amount is still required to 
meet the needs of children already born and living in that school district. 

And please note that I have not mentioned the fact that each classroom requires 
a teacher, books, supplies, and sundry services before they can be put into opera- 
tion to serve the youth of Bucks County. 

Recently, our Congressman, the Honorable Willard S. Curtin, made a survey 
of the opinions of the people in our district, and the largest number of them 
indicated they favor Federal support for education. Every survey that has been 
made of our citizenry has indicated the same fact. It is our belief that our Con- 
gress should follow the opinions of the people in United States and support its 
educational system—if it considers education desirable in this day and age. 

Policies and actions set by Washington have resulted in real problems for this 
area. Setting schools aside for the moment and commenting on some of the 
other demands on the tax dollar, and the private benevolences of our taxpayer. 
I might mention the following. 

The deniand for sewers and water has increased materially. When we were a 
rural and small town area the cesspools and wells took care of our needs, but this 
tremendous growth has resulted in a need for more sewer systems, and a better 
water supply. 

Our police departments have had to be increased materially. One municipality 
with which I am familiar—Falls Township—has increased from a 1-man police 
force in 1950, to a 29-man force in 1958. 

Our roads have been ruined by the tremendous growth. The State is presently 
rebuilding its roads, but our local municipalities will never be able to finance 
the repair and reconstruction of those roads which we had at the time the growth 
started. The roads built in some of our developments are already crumbling. 
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Our demands for hospital beds are way beyond that which we can presently 
finance. Federal assistance on our hospitals has been welcome; however, they 
are operating at more than 100 percent capacity at all times. The need is very 
great. 

We have started the construction of parks. However, it has been necessary 
in Bristol Township, for example, to stop such projects because these funds are 
required for other, more important purposes. 

Municipal buildings are needed. The problems of our quasi-public agencies 
have multiplied. I have been chairman of the lower Bucks County chapter of the 
American National Red Cross, where I have seen the casework increase from 
approximately 20 cases a month, in 1950, to about 200 cases a month at the present 
time. 


Our recreation facilities have been increased many times. But are still inade- 
quate. 


We are unable to adequately finance libraries. Those we have are small, with 
limited facilities. 

Fortunately, we have many volunteer fire companies, or our communities would 
have burned down many times. However, even the cost of equipment for these 
fire companies (which has been supplied from volunteer contributions) has been 
very limited. They are in need of expansion. 

YMCA’s and other community buildings are lacking throughout our districts. 

The growth of our churches has been a compliment to the type of people who 
have moved into the area. Churches have been built, and have taken care of 
the needs of our population. In many cases they are being expanded and doubled, 
but the demands on the “private purse” of individuals has been great. 

It should be indicated that, generally speaking, the people who have moved 
into this area are young, just getting started in life. The average age of the 
father of a family in our largest development is about 30. It was because these 
homes could be purchased for a very low downpayment and long-term mortgages, 
that so many young people have purchased these homes. Their incomes, how- 
ever, are not increasing to the point where they can take care of the rising cost 
of living, the demands to aid their churches and the various private agencies in 
which they participate. These demands are exceeding their increases in salaries. 
They cannot afford a higher tax rate. 

In Bristol Township the average $10,000 homeowner is paying taxes of approxi- 
mately $200. Any increase in taxes will inevitably result in many vacant homes. 

I have tried to give you the highlights of our educational and other problems 
facing lower Bucks County, and suggest to you the need for Federal support to 
help us solve these problems which are beyond our local financial capacity to 
handle. I am well aware that there are other areas in the United States sur- 
rounding many of our major cities where these problems also exist, but I doubt 
if any of them have had the tremendous expansion that we have had in lower 
Bucks County. 

Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I wish to express my apprecia- 
tion for your courteous attention to my presentation. Thank you. 
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Tur PENNSBURY SCHOOLS, FALLSINGTON, Pa. 


Comparative enrollment 




















a as é ss aia ne ‘ 7 : seal Z 
Falls Lower | Yardley Total Tuition Total 
Makefield 
isthe ee a | 
October 1948: 
Kindergarten to 6th grade 374 314 173 861 oes 
7th to 12th grade_..........- 236 165 127 528 iahe 
Total... 610 479 300 1, 389 | . 
October 1949: 
Kindergarten to 6th grade 407 359 217 9&3 
7th to 12th grade_........-- 227 145 120 492 
0 634 504 337 1,475 
October 1950: 7 
Kindergarten to 6th grade 414 373 244 1, 031 
7th to 12th grade___.-....-.-- 248 184 128 560 
a a 662 557 372 1, 591 
October 1951: ‘ + 
Kindergarten to 6th grade __-.._._._-- 499 507 260 | SD ccna teeall cemnisiieaiend 
7a OO. dace erede................. ’ 259 241 134 634 | 
Rs ch teh hs Sitter esbl.comksnns 758 | 748 304 LA dicocun ; 
es = = z -|———— 
October 1952: | 
Kindergarten to 6th grade__-_-_--.. 1, 060 | 586 324 1,970 0 | 1,970 
ee eee ee 471 | 272 139 882 23 | 905 
eee ee gS 1, 531 858 | 463 2, 852 23 | 2,875 
October 1953: Tae BOREL of | 4 | »j i 
Kindergarten to 6th grade____.__._.- 2, 525 664 | 314 3, 503 0 3, 503 
Pe EE Ia onc cen eecscu cee 879 | 318 | 161 1, 358 15 | 1, 373 
+ — - —-—— ———— | os ue 
titi ath obennenwhwee niet 3, 403 | 982 475 4, 861 15 4, 876 
October 1954: Sa SET sp tae 
Kindergarten to 6th grade_-___..._.__- 3, 017 749 97 4, 063 0 | 4, 063 
ante dath grade.._....-....-.-.-..-.. 1, 220 | 415 175 1, 810 | 3 | 1, 813 
Be ib ennins otic oalwecche ant 4, 237 | 1, 164 | 472 5, 873 3 5, 876 
October 1955: te. ae ae hare dad ae a 5 Pet aad 
Kindergarten to 6th grade__-....._. 3, 615 833 287 4, 735 0 4, 735 
| ee ee eae 1,641 | 486 | 185 | 2, 312 | 3 2,315 
———————— — — — | cD 
eae or eanccsasaecewe ne 5,256 | 1,319 472 7,047 3 | 7, 050 
October 1956: A Soe aah te 
Kindergarten to 6th grade. _....____- 4, 085 943 277 5, 305 | 0 5, 305 
vom GO EBtm prade................ 1, 755 555 178 2, 488 3 2, 491 
has tna ie Raiden nan 5, 840 1, 498 455 7,793 3 | 7,796 
October 1957: ae " 
Kindergarten to 6th grade___.._.....- 4, 332 1,013 283 5, 628 | 0 
I I is di ecm massserenaiioin 1,910 632 184 2, 726 | 3 
ace Sica ‘ ali ie as 
et ta i aia dic cerentiveresdiicwinerss entice 6, 242 1, 645 467 8, 354 3 | 
February 1958: cae ; os : 
Kindergarten to 6th grade____...._._- 4, 253 1, 020 | 282 5, 555 0 | 5, 555 
7th to 12th grade__..........- 1, 884 627 180 2, 691 2 2, 693 
a ail clients . 6, 137 1, 647 462 8, 246 2 8, 248 
March 1958: i at i | | i 
Kindergarten to 6th grade__........_. 4, 205 1, 022 285 5, 512 0 5, 512 
7th to 12th grade_._._._--. . 1, 869 | 628 178 2, 675 2 2, 677 
RR tiie iereviramiandecni betieiabedadeaaka 6, 074 1, 650 | 463 8, 187 2 8, 189 


FEDERALLY IMPACTED AREAS 


Millage 


| 
1950 | 1951 | 1952 | 1953 


1956 1957 1958 


os 


1954 


Leonel vk 
} 
oT 
38 | 
| 


Falls... , 33 | 33 35 | 38 
Lower Makefield___ 26 26 | 34 | 3 
Yardley -- eaaane 4 35 35 | 45 | 4 


38 


45 


| 
| 


| 
oF 


Number of per capita 


1950 | 1951 | 1952 | 1953 | 1954 | 1955 


Falls_. 1, 645 1,778 , 836 7, 315 6, 639 9, 996 | 15, 470 | 14, 379 | 
Lower Makefield_ -- | 1,758; 1,819 | , 152 2, 591 2, 817 3,186 | 3,498 isd ae 
Yardley__._____ 1,16 | 1,131 | 1,460 | 1,341 | 1,281 | 1,247 | 1,206 | 1,285 | - 

| | | | | i 


Assessed valuation 


| 
| 1950 |. 1951 | 1952 | 1958 | 1954 | 1955 | 1956 | 1957 





-_ + \$2, 211, 518 im 335, 401/$2, 463, 621/$21, 140, 997|$21, 137, 187/$34, 504, 770|$37, 392, 340/$40, 044, 010 
ower Make- 


field ---| 3, 145, 715! 3, 443, 296 | 3, 991, 6231 4,914,968) 5,942,808) 6, 529, 267) 7, 130,056} 8, 015, 820 
Yardley -- 1, O80, 5 571) 1, 184, 865) 1,301,115) 1, 374,265) 1,715, 208) 1, 720, 877] 1, 747, on 1, 781, 630 
! | | | 


School building costs 


2 7 
1951 | 1052 | 1953 1954 | 1955 1956 1957 
fealadiaeenioe tiene — 


- | —|—_—_—— | —-— 


| 
Falls 521, 114. 72 | $62, 312. 50|$307, 924. 50|$486, 371. 80|$482, 257. 80/$602, 798. 49 
Lower Make- | | 


field ___.| 28, 908. 58! 38, 544. 25| 54, 765. 471 57, 508.43| 56,762.68) 71,251.73 
Yardley : | 9, 551. 58} 12, 628.61 6,088.49] 6,866.14) 14,658.45] 17, 653.99 
; i | | 


Total population 


| 


1950 


;—- --—-—-- 


Falls___- sire sss mio ae bbe ot ined ath 3, 450 | 
Lower Makefield-- a cia ° 4 3, 211 


Yardley - - - 1,916 | 
| } 


Mr. Bair. I would like to make a few comments. 

We are seeking a broadened interpretation of educational support 
than has been previously used. The whole point is that the Federal 
policies have resulted in the educational system of lower Bucks County 
being dislocated. 

In 1950 all was serene in our county. Today it is in a very upset 
position financially. In 1952, United States Steel built a large plant 
in our area. It was able to build that plant because F ederal policy 
permitted them to write off for tax purposes $2 million of its valua- 
tion over a period of 5 years. Immediately thereafter it was possible 
for this area to be declared a defense area which permitted low-cost 
housing to come in. Twenty thousand homes have been built under 
those conditions. 

Actually, during that period of time it was necessary for us in 3 
communities in lower Bucks to build 638 classrooms over the 96 which 
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had been ample in 1950. Our tax rates doubled in two of the com- 
munities and nearly tripled in a third community. We went from a 
period of time where our debt for 3 communities amounted to $25,000 
to the ) place where annually it is costing us in excess of $114 million a 
year, 5 years later. 

I think it is important also to indicate that we have done our best 
to try to meet these conditions a 

As I said, our tax rates have doubled and tripled. The State aid in 
Pennsylvania at the present time amounts to about 50 percent of the 
cost of education. However, at the present time in 1 of the school 
districts there are 1,000 children under the age of 6 not yet in school 
which is more than there are in all of the schools at the present time. 

Another school district has spent $15,000 for the construction of 
classrooms in the last 5 years and it will be necessary to do that again 
in the next 5 years. 

In my own district we graduated 294 youngsters from our senior 
class but we have nearly 1,200 kinder garten youngsters. The prob- 
lem has reached the point where we just cannot handle it. 

In addition to that we have all the problems that any municipality 
which has grown up rapidly has to meet. We do not have enough 
hospital beds. Our roads have been ruined by this expansion. Our 
local communities cannot finance the purchase of it. We have no tax 
leeway. 

In the past if a community wanted to do something a little extra 
it could do it. We started the construction of parks and we had to dis- 
continue it. 

In general this is the picture. 

If you read the statement which I have given you I think you will 
get further details. 

I would like to supplement that with a set of tables which I think 
will give you the complete information rather than the informal infor- 
mation that I have presented here. 

Senator McNamara. You are referring to the tables that you have 
already presented ? 

Mr. Barr. No, sir; these are a complete explanation of the state- 
ment that I made in here to back them up. I have them here. 

Senator McNamara. We would be glad to print them in the record 
if you will furnish them to the reporter. 

Mr. Barr. Thank you. 

(The tables referred to follow :) 
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Statistical report of Falls Township, Bucks County, Pa. (Mr. Medill Bair, 
regional superintendent ) 











State County Percent Mills Total Debt Percent 
Year market assessed of (B) to} levied | expenditures service of (D) to 
value (A) value (B) (A) (C) (D) (C) 

——____|— aiscptesilp neanae tai iegaisioad acd 
Be Gisn ccc ccen | $10,327,338 $2, 335, 401 22. 61 | 33 $192, 093. 70 patty i a 
1951-52. _... aa 11, 712, 878 2, 462, 883 21. 03 35 363, 190. 70 $61, 570. 24 16.9 
1962-53......... | 37,984, 563 11, 230, 447 29. 57 35 | 1,007, 066. 67 172, 183. 32 17.0 
1053-54. ........ | 78,191, 900 21, 137, 187 27.0 35 | 1, 401, 995. 96 307, 924. 50 21.9 
1054-55_........ 181, 152, 300 34, 487, 310 | 19.0 35 | 2,008, 447. 94 576, 949. 34 28.7 
1955-56......-.. 181, 452, 600 37, 500, 090 | 20.7 = 2, 373, 599. 02 528, 671. 55 22. 2 
1956-57_........| 197,006, 600 40, 993, 590 | 20.8 2, 837, 762. 37 839, 776. 48 29.5 
1957-58. ........ }1 139, 029, 300 | 1 41,708,790 | 30.0 ee |23, 165, 043.37 | 2770, 252.00 24.3 
1958-59. _...... 1141, 442,900 | ! 42, 432, 870 30.0 | | 2 489, 275. 00 14.5 


66 66 }*3, 366, 310. 25 


i 


1 County board, not State. 
2 Budget figures. 























Average daily membership | Classrooms 
Year Popula- ] | l - 
tion Kinder- | 7th to 12th | Kinder- | 7th to 12th | 
gartento | grade | Total garten to grade = Total 
6th grade | | | 6th grade 
et ee $$ |__| ___|— : a 
| 
Peat adinns 3, 450 414 248 662 | 15 19 | 34 
DME cb cbcdiewiloatcaanehee | 499 | 259 | 758 | 16 | 18 34 
I icsttuetertsnen Th omitsendeeieeiiile } 1, 060 471 1, 531 15 | 18 33 
PNIPE Eo eng ccaleos ids 2, 525 | 879 | 3, 403 | 52 | 27 | 79 
Se ee er ae | 3,017 1, 220 | 4, 237 94 | 27 121 
1955-56........... 23, 799 | 3, 615 | 1, 641 | 5, 256 115 52 167 
1956-57..... Coainiten | 27, 854 4,085 | 1, 755 5, 840 115 | 52 167 
CN a nao, Uninc at abicrercied 4, 332 1,910 | 6, 242 | 123 | 138 | 261 
Weta. 4, 595 | 2, 097 6, 692 | 135 | 138 | 273 
i | | | j 








Statistical report of Bristol Township, Bucks County, Pa. (Dr. Guy Eberhart, 
regional superintendent ) 








| | 























State | County | Percent | Mills | Total Debt Percent 
Year | a | assessed jofBtoA| levied | expenditures| service of DtoC 
value | value (B) | | (C) (D) 
1950-51.........| $25,400,000 | $6, 776, 930 | 26.6 | 26 | $453,735.65 | $25, si70 | 5 
1951-52... - - --| 29, 300, 000 | 7, 554, 045 25.8 | 32 | 537,691.04 | 22, 171.00 | 4 
1952-53. ....... 33, 809, 000 | 8, 136, 140 24.1 | 35 | 902,700.98 | 128,073.65 14 
1953-54. . . 46, 100, 000 11, 974, 774 26.0 | 35 | 1,603, 970. 28 236, 426. 04 15 
1954-55........-| 88,200,000 | 21,783,930 24.7 | 42 | 2,043, 926. 61 421, 384. 20 21 
1955-56 éatu 119, 209, 000 29, 321, 040 24.7 | 47 | 2,604, 161. 56 481, 915. 45 19 
BOs 2 av cen ven 140, 000, 000 35, 760, 600 25.0 | 47 | 3, 295, 766. 92 525, 913. 33 16 
1957-58__..._..-| 1 146, 752, 300 | 1! 36, 872, 630 24. 4 | 61 | 24, 325, 508.60 | 2733, 517.00 17 
1958-59... ......| 1 150, 000, 000 1 37, 509, 150 25.0 | 76 |25, 138, 372.78 |21, 215, 537. 00 24 
| | 
1 County board, not State. 
* Budget figures. 
| Average daily membership Classrooms 
Year | Popula- | | 
tion | Kinder- | 7th to 12th | Kinder- | 7th to 12th 
| gartento | grade | Total garten to grade Total 
6th grade | 6th grade 
|__| eem 
1950-51_..-..- | 12, 184 | 1, 408 669 | 2, 077 24 20 | 44 
1961-08.............] ai 1, 512 | 708 | 2, 238 | 24 20 44 
1963-63...........-| naboniaieel 2, 057 | 1, 043 | 3, 100 44 | 20 64 
1953-54 ; | 23, 215 | 3, 167 | 1, 559 0 | 4, 726 | 50 24 74 
1954-55_.........-] 34, 406 | 3, 916 | 2, 048 | 5, 964 98 | 40 | 138 
oe i | 44, 676 | 4, 458 2, 497 6, 955 118 | 80 | 198 
1956-57... ... Sh 46, 995 4, 932 2, 875 | 7, 807 118 80 | 198 
1957-58... wo-nee] 56, 250 5, 413 3, 080 8, 493 175 80 | 255 
1068-60........... pare eens 5, 726 3, 522 | 9, 248 187 120 | 307 
| { | 
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Statistical report of Middletown Township, Bucks County, Pa. (Dr. Oliver S. 
Heckman, regional superintendent ) 


1 


County | Perce - | Mills Total Debt | Percent 
market | assessed lof BtoA| levied | expenditures | service of DtoC 
value (A) jvaluation (B) C) (D) 





1950-51 | $10, 964, 493 3, 382, 630 | 


$3 0 
1951-52_... -| 11, 807, 507 | 3, 471, 145 

3 

q 

4 

5 


0 
$11, 508. 
25, 832. 6 

49, 302 
124, 015. 28 
140, 288. 55 

2 169, 652 
2 310, 713. 54 


Sees -O8. .4065-3 12, 631, 708 | 3, 603, 430 
oe eee 13, 684, 400 , 129, 321 
Reet-OO. - .-20<08 14, 663, 800 | , 360, 350 
1955-56 - . - - 18, 842, 000 5, 370, 870 | 
2986-67. ..4 <cn us 32, 782, 700 8, 782, 050 | 
1957-58 144,619,900 | |! 13,385, 970 
1958-59 1 §2, 927,400 | | 15, 878, 220 


weonsncu.© 


1 County values used here as State figures are not yet available. 
2 Budget figures. 


Average daily membership Classrooms 
Popula- Te ee . 
tion Kinder- | 7th to 12th Kinder- | 7th to 12th 
| garten to grade | Total garten to grade 
| 6th grade 6th grade 


1950-51 _ , 987 | 428 | 1 
ses ae 5, 328 | 481 | 12 | 
ve 5, 669 | 504 1: 
1953- 54. : i, | 556 16 
1954-55. _- aeicel 3, 35 621 | 392 | , 024 19 
1955-56_........ 6, 690 | 1, 144 598 | , 742 36 
1056-57_..........| , 1,791 5 
1957-58 . 2 | 2, 347 | 
1958-59_........ 9, 374 | 2, 941 | , 467 , 408 | 77 


The Pennsbury Schools, Fallsington, Pa. 


[The figures below show the per pupil costs for the 3 districts] 





Middletown township Bristol township | Falls township 


my | 
(B) (A) | (B) (A) | (B) 


1950-51...... Al 273. 7: 3.73 | $218. 46 | $206. 30 | $290. $290. 
280. 26 | . 26 | 230. 35 479. 14 | 397. 92 

358. ¢ 291. 19 | 249. 88 | 657. 78 545. 3: 

339. 8: 339. 39 | 289. 37 411. 99 | 321. ! 
342. 24 249. 13 342. 71 272.06 | 474. 03 | 337. 86 

24. 353.27 | 374. 43 | 305. 14 | 451.6 351 

3.7 350. 81 22. 16 354. 79 485. 92 | 342. 
402. 45 353. 70 509. 30 422. 94 507. 06 383. 66 
430. 52 357. 99 | 555. 62 424. 18 503. 03 429. 92 


Note.—Col. (A) shows total expenditures divided by the number of students to show per pupil cost. 
Column (B) represents per pupil cost if debt service were eliminated. 


Senator McNamara. You have well presented your problems to 
the committee and we are certainly glad to have them. You do not 
wind up with any definite ree ommendation as to legislation. 

Mr. Barr. Very frankly we feel that after you have read the 
testimony throughout the United States you will realize that educa- 
tion is in really tough shape. 

Sputniks and so on have highlighted the situation but it was serious 
before that. I am afraid that if something is not Gpne quickly, not 
only for the Lanham Act schools, but all schools, we are going to be 
faced with an educational crisis which is way beyond hase that we 
recognize now. 
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Actually what is happening is that all school districts are being 
brought up on school costs to the limit of their capacity, The States 
are helping. But we are going to have mediocrity in education. 
There is no opportunity for any community to goa little beyond and 
e xperiment in one direction or the other. 

The experimentation, the local control, the changes which a com- 
munity has had the possibility of making i in the past are gone. You 
are going to have a school system which just stands still if something 
is not done. I guess it must be done at this level. 

Senator McNamara. Is it fair to say that you assume there must be 
Federal aid at that point since there seems to be no other solution ¢ 












NO SOLUTION AT STATE OR LOCAL LEVEL 




















Mr. Bair. We can find no solution at the State level or local level. 
State aid has reached the place where it is 50 percent throughout the 
State of Pennsylvania and we still are unable to finance our schools, 
You can see that we need a different type of base for financing 
education. 

Senator McNamara. Senator Yarborough, do you have any com- 
ments or questions at this point ? 

Senator Yarsoroueu. Mr. Bair, this Bev that you mentioned of 
education in the country, coming up to a certain level and stopping 
there without opportunity of the loc al unit of government to exper!- 
ment, is that occasioned by the minimum-support type of laws, so 
called, the minimum salaries of teachers? 

Mr. Barr. If I could illustrate in my own community I think it 
will explain it. What has happened is that the Pennsbury schools in 
1950 were expending way beyond the State level for education. We 
were trying many things. We had an honors program. We had ad- 
vanced programs of science and mathematics back in 1952 and 1953. 
Today it begins to look as if we are going to have to discontinue that 
type of thing because we have reached the place where just the mere 
payment of salaries, the custodials, the services, and so on are all that 
we can pay for. 


RISING COSTS ON UNCHANGED FINANCIAL BASE 














The thing is that the cost of education has gone up materially but 
the base upon which it is financed has not changed. We finance 
locally our educational costs on property and at the State level there 
are corporate taxes, sales taxes,and soon. But it is impossible to take 
any more out of the hands of the people. 

This statement will indicate, for example, that in this low-cost 
housing that the Federal Government has continuously assisted finan- 
cially bri ings in young people, people who are just getting their family 
started, people who have to go way into debt to finance their homes, 
and a little increase in local taxes today really causes a genuine 
dislocation. 


EFFECT OF RECESSION 








At the present time in our own communities we have actually had 
a loss in student enrollment due to the fact that this mild recession 
which came along has actually affected families to the extent that they 
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have just had to move out. They could not keep the payments up 
on their houses. 

Senator Yarsoroucu. Where do they go? What type of housing do 
they move into? 

Mr. Barr. Frankly, donotknow. Ido know that some have moved 
back into what we call the coal regions, where in the past there was 
inexpensive housing and they had friends and relatives who could help 
them along. 

Senator McNamara. They generally leave the area; that is the 
point you mean. 

Mr. Barr. That is right. We have lost a couple of hundred young- 
sters in the last 3 months. 


CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 


Senator Yarsoroucu. Mr. Bair, in your statement you have this 
sentence : 

With reference to Bristol Township, the percentage of debt service to the total 
expenditures in the 1950 was 5 percent, compared to 24 percent for the 1958-59 
school year. 

Do you mean that is the interest rate there on the indebtedness ? 

Mr. Barr. I mean if you take the total cost of education in 1950, 5 
percent of the income for educational purposes, was spent to pay off 
the cost of new buildings. ‘Today 24 percent of the total cost of funds 
that are raised for educational purposes are being spent. 

Senator YarsoroucH. You paid out 24 percent of that to pay for 
capital expenditures for housing ? 

Mr. Bair. That is correct. 

Senator YarsoroueH. And equipment for the school. 

Mr. Barr. That is correct. 

Senator Yarsoroueu. Those are all the questions that I have. 

Senator McNamara. Thank you again, Mr. Blair. I am sure that 
your testimony will be very helpful. You have made a few startling 
statements to which I am sure the committee will give serious 
attention. 

Mr. Barr. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Senator McNamara. Thank you very much. 

This concludes the hearing on this legislation by the subcommittee, 
and when we are able to get the material in shape, we will pass our 
recommendations on to the full committee. 

Thank you very much for your cooperation. 

The hearing is adjourned. 

(Thereupon, at 11: 05 a. m., the hearing was adjourned. ) 

(The following information was placed in the appendix of the 
record by direction of the acting chairman of the subcommittee. ) 





APPENDIX 





CoLoRADO SPRINGS PUBLIC SCHOOLS, 
ScHoo., District No. 11, EL Paso Country, 
Colorado Springs, Colo., April 21, 1958. 
Hon. Gorpon ALLOTT, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR ALLOTT: We appreciated your wire notifying us that school 
district No. 11 has been granted $560,880 under Public Law 815 for school-build- 
ing construction. This amount will be used to build one elementary school and 
to cover part of the cost of building a second elementary school. These schools 
should be ready in 1959, and will greatly relieve the overcrowding that exists 
in two areas of our school district at the present time. 

This year, we have 5,350 pupils, out of a total of approximately 16,000 en- 
rolled, whose parents are either employed or serving on Federal installations. 
Your interest and support are appreciated in assisting us to meet the building 
expansion required by this Federal impact on our school system. 

If Public Laws 815 and 874 receive favorable action in the House at this 
session, we shall appreciate your continued support for them when they reach 
the floor of the Senate. 

Sincerely yours, 
Roy J. WASSON, 
Superintendent of Schools. 





Las ANIMAS, CoLo., February 13, 1958. 
Senator GoRDON ALLOTT, 


Washington, D.C. 


Deak SENATOR ALLOTT: The school board of district No. 6, Bent County, Colo., 
whose district is directly affected by the Fort Lyon Hospital, have passed a reso- 
lution asking your support in keeping Public Law 874 in effect as it now is. 

With any reduction of the help we receive from Public Law 874, it would 
throw a very unfair and too heavy burden upon our district. 

Respectfully, 
RILEY ScHooLt Boarp, 
BRUCE PURVIS, 
Secretary. 
Mrs. Geo. JACOBS, 
President. 
JOE WRIGHT, 
Treasurer. 
DENVER PUBLIC SCHOOLS, 
Denver, Colo., January 29, 1958. 





Hon. Gorpon ALLOTT, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR ALLOTT: I wish to comment on what appears to be the proposals 
regarding Public Law 874; proposals made recently in connection with aid to 
education. 

As I understand the President’s recommendation, it is to the effect that school 
districts be reimbursed only on the basis of the number of pupils with double 
Federal connections and that no payment be made for those having only a single 
Federal connection. In other words, unless pupils are living on Federal prop- 
erty and also have a parent working on Federal property no payment would be 
made by the Government to the local school district. 

The present law, that is Public Law 874, is so worded that school districts the 
size of Denver do not qualify for pupils with a double connection unless 6 per- 


27907—58 10 139 
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cent of all pupils in the school district have such connection; also, the school 
district, such as Denver, must absorb all expenses for the first 3 percent of 
pupils. In this instance, we would receive no Federal aid if the provisions rec- 
ommended were adopted. Even if the 6 percent qualification and the 3 percent 
absorption clauses were removed, the Denver public schools would receive 
practically no funds. I do not understand the reasoning back of the recom- 
mendation unless it can be to make available funds for another type of support. 

Because of the large number of types of Federal installations in Denver, the 
property tax loss is substantial. During the school year 1956-57 there were 6,414 
federally connected pupils in average daily attendance, with about 5,800 having 
a single Federal connection. We did not qualify for 2,132 pupils, so the effective 
number reported was 4,282. Our entitlement for 1956-57 was $624,272. An- 
nual payments have averaged around $500,000. 

We have felt from the very beginning that Denver has been discriminated 
against as a large school district. An arbitrary line was drawn some vears ago 
at the figure of 35,000 pupils and because we were slightly over that we have 
been penalized considerably in the matter of aid. This has been mentioned in 
previous letters and I know that attempts have been made to assist us, par- 
ticularly by Congressman Rogers. If the recommendation of the President were 
adopted, we believe that Denver would not receive its fair share of assistance 
under the Federal program. 

Furthermore, let me point out that Denver has never qualified for assistance 
under Public Law 815. If there is to be some reconsideration of this it does 
seem to me that in all fairness the districts should be put on similar bases with 
respect to assistance in Public Laws 874 and 815. I do not understand why there 
is a substantial difference between the two. 

Cordially yours, 
KENNETH E. OBERHOLTZER, 
Superintendent of Schools. 


LAS ANIMAS PUBLIC SCHOOLS, 
sENT COUNTY HIGH SCHOOLS, 
Las Animas, Colo., February 13, 1958. 
Hon. Gorpon ALLOTT, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DeaR SENATOR ALLOTT: I am appreciative of your letter of February 6, rela- 
tive to the proposed changes in Public Law 874 and your expressed concern for 
the interest of each district that will be effected by the proposed changes of 
this law. 

Using the entitlements Bent County High School and school district No. 1 
established under Public Law 874 in the school year 1956-57 as a point of ref- 
erence, the net effect of the administration proposal would cost Bent County 
High School District 60 percent of $13,462.19 or a loss of $8,077.32 and school 
district No. 1 60 percent of $23,501.25 or a loss of $14,101.25. This represents 
a total net loss for the districts of $22,178.57. 

A taxpayer in Las Animas would be called upon to pay an additional levy of 
4.02 mills to make up this deficiency in income next year if the same level of 
educational opportunities are maintained. 

With this information at hand, you can readily see why the board of educa- 
tion of Bent County High School and the board of education of School District 
No. 1 of Las Animas, by separate resolutions, requested me to contact you and 
ask for your support in maintaining the current provisions of eligibilitv under 
Public Law 874 so that this loss will not be incurred by our school districts. 
Such a loss would be, as I have indicated previously, a serious blow to the 
educational opportunities in Bent County. 

Respectfully yours, 
T. H. PICKENS, 
Superintendent of Schools. 





ScnHoo. District No. 20, Et Paso Country, 
Colorado Springs, Colo., February 3.1958. 
Senator Gorpon ALLOTT. 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 
Dear Senator Ariorr: It has come to my attention that there is a strong 
possibility of discontinuing some of the Federal aid to school districts affected 








FEDERALLY IMPACTED AREAS 141 


by student impact from homes and places of employment which are not subjected 
to taxation. It would seem impossible for school district No. 20 to maintain a 
full public education program if it became necessary to rely solely upon its own 
taxable resources. In fact, we feel that any decrease in the benefits from 
Public Law 874 as it now exists would curtail our basic educational program 
in direct proportion to this decrease in funds. 

Much of our plans for educational development in this school district have 
been predicated upon the anticipated income from Public Law 874 and Public 
Law 815. As you know, we will have approximately 75 percent of our students 
living and working on the Air Academy site with another 10 to 15 percent 
working on the site and living in homes surrounding this area. 

Since the 17,000 acres which have been set aside for the Air Academy site 
are not taxable, an extreme burden would be thrown upon the remainder of 
our district should Federal funds be decreased. These Federal funds are essen- 
tial to replace taxes which cannot be collected upon this land because of its 
nature. 

Your interests in our problems which we encounter in developing schools for 
accommodating all of the children of district No. 20 along with the children 
of Air Academy personnel have certainly been appreciated. We are trusting you 
to protect our interests in this financial problem. 

Sincerely, your friend, 
HOWARD DUNNING, Superintendent. 


BRIGHTON, CoLo., January 31, 1958. 
Hon. Gorpon ALLOo?TT, 


United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 


Str: The enrollment impact in the schools of Colorado continues. In our 
estimation it is premature to accept any reduction in Federal aid to schools. 

We know that you understand the financial status of the districts in Colorado 
and will represent them effectively. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely yours, 
(Mrs.) BertTHa HEIp, 
Superintendent of Schools, Adams County, Colo. 


MANITOU SPRINGS PUBLIC SCHOOLS, 


Manitou Springs, Colo., January 31, 1958. 
Hon. GORDON ALLOTT, 


United States Senator from Colorado, 
United Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR ALLOoTT: Those of us connected with Manitou Springs Public 
Schools were most gratified to learn that you designated Paul Burke as a 
principal appointee to the United States Military Academy. 

I wish to express my personal thanks to you for making this appointment. 
I feel that Mr. Burke is a very outstanding young man and hope he will make 
you and us proud of him. 

I have just received some very disturbing news concerning changes in Laws 
815 and 874, proposed by the United States Office of Education. To eliminate 
assistance for children who live off Federal property, but whose parents work 
on it, would be most harmful to most of the school districts in the Pikes Peak 
region. To this school district it would mean an immediate two-mill levy in- 
crease to keep the same standards and services we now maintain. In the near 
future it would necessitate an even greater increase in the local school levy. 

It is my hope that you will exert every effort to see that no major changes are 
made in either of these laws. 

Sincerely yours, 
W. W. Bunpy, Superintendent. 
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ANDREW JACKSON PARENT-TEACHER ASSOCIATION, 
San Diego, Calif., January 23, 1958. 
Hon. Gorpon ALLOTT, 
Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Srr: The Andrew Jackson Parent-Teacher Association strongly urges 
your continued support of Public Law 874 in its present form. 
Thank you. 
Yours very truly, 
Mrs. R. W. McDANIEL, 
Secretary. 


San Dieco UNiFiep Scuoor District, 
San Diego, Calif., January 138, 1958, 
Hon. Gorpon ALLOTT, 
Labor and Public Welfare Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Atitorr: Word has been received that President Eisenhower's budget 
message contained a recommendation that the budget for the continuance of 
Public Law 874 be reduced by $100 million. If this proposal becomes law, it 
would result in an annual loss to the operating funds of the San Diego city 
schools of approximately $1,850,000. 

Because of the serious implications of this legislation for this school district 
in a vital defense area, the San Diego Board of Eudcation by unanimous action 
on Tuesday, January 14, passed the enclosed resolution and urged your strong 
support for continuance of Public Law 874 in its present form. 

Although you may be fully aware of the importance of Public Law 874 to 
vital defense areas like San Diego, may we point out the following : 

1. Public Law 874: Recognizes the responsibility of the Federal Government 
to help federally impacted communities (over 54 percent of taxable land in 
San Diego County is nontaxable) finance adequate education for all children. 

2. Defense effort: San Diego County is a vital defense area with aircraft and 
missile production and important military installations. Discontinuance of 
Public Law 874 would be a crippling measure to the local effort to maintain 
good schools in this area. 

3. Local effort: Local property owners have carried a heavy financial burden 
on a narrow tax base and have been willing to exceed the legal tax maximum 
and vote large bond issues since 1946 to provide a good educational program. 
They deserve and need the type of assistance Public Law 874 provides the local 
taxpayer. 

4. Number of children: A total of about 25,480 children, or about one-third of 
the school enrollment, have parents who work and/or live on Federal property. 
They need and deserve equal educational opportunity. 

5. Educational needs: Much national attention has been devoted recently to 
the needs and problems of the public schools. President Eisenhower has pro- 
posed some very practical measures for aiding superior pupils and for meeting 
some of the financial needs. It would be crippling to this community in its 
efforts to follow the President’s lead in upgrading the educational program if the 
budget for Public Law 874 were reduced from its present level. 

We appreciate your continued support for education, and know that you will 
exert strong leadership in the Congress to continue Public Law 874 in its present 
form. 

Sincerely, 
FRANK LowE, 
President, Board of Education. 
RALPH DATILARD, 
Superintendent, San Diego City Schools. 
Enclosure. 
RESOLUTION 


Whereas approximately 54 percent of the taxable land in San Diego County 
is owned by the Federal and State Governments and is therefore removed from 
the tax rolls, thereby greatly narrowing the tax base and placing an undue 
burden upon the local property owner ; and 

Whereas approximately 51 percent of all persons employed in San Diego 
County are working in defense industries, military establishments, and govern- 
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mental agencies which play an important role in cutting the pattern and shaping 
the destiny of the defense of our country ; and 

Whereas, 30 percent or 24,728 of the 82,677 pupils currently in attendance in 
the schools of the San Diego Unified School District are connected, either by 
employment or by residence of parents, or by both employment and residence of 
parents, to tax exempt Federal properties ; and 

Whereas the burden upon the local property tax base has been such that it 
has been necessary for the voters of the San Diego Unified School District to 
exceed the statutory tax limit set by the State of California; and 

Whereas the discontinuance of Public Law 874 (as amended) will necessitate 
a vote of the citizens to exceed further the statutory tax limit in order to avoid 
serious curtailment of public school operation ; and 

Whereas school bonds in the amount of $44,606,000 have been voted by local 
taxpayers in order to provide necessary classrooms and auxiliary facilities; and 

Whereas additional funds from Public Law 815 (as amended) have made it 
possible for the San Diego Unified School District to provide classrooms for 
both federally connected and non-federally connected pupils alike; and 

Whereas both Public Law 874 and Public Law 815 funds have significantly 
assisted the San Diego Unified School District in providing an educational pro- 
gram of the type and quality necessary to national defense: Now, therefore, be 
it 

Resolved, by the Board of Education of the San Diego Unified School District, 
That the continuance of both Public Law 874 and Public Law 815 is necessary 
and urgent, and be it further 

Resolved, That Ralph Dailard, superintendent of schools, San Diego Unified 
School District, and/or such representatives as he may designate from the staff 
of the said school district, are hereby authorized and directed to appear before 
the Congress of the United States and/or members of the executive branch of 
the United States Government to present information and evidence for the ex- 
pressed purpose of urging continuance of Public Law 874 and Public Law 815 
in behalf of the said San Diego Unified School District. 

Passed and adopted by the Board of Education of the San Diego Unified 
School District at an adjourned regular meeting held on Tuesday, January 14, 
1958, at 7: 30 p. m. 


PUEBLO, CoLo., February 4, 1958. 
Senator Gordon ALLOTT, 


United States Senate, Washington, D.C.: 


It has come to our attention that Public Law 874 may be extended for only 
those children whose parents both live and work on Federal property. Such 
action would eliminate district 60 from the program. Our allocation this year 
was $217,000, which would amount to almost 1.7 mills on your valuation. We 
urge your support of the extension of Public Law 874 in its present form to 
cover all federally connected children. Any drastic reduction in benefits should 
be extended over a period of years to allow for adjustment in budget planning. 


Miss Ores A. HELLBECK, 
Secretary, Board of Education, School District No. 60. 


DENVER, Coto., July 10, 1957. 
Hon. Gordon ALLOTT, 


Senate Chamber, Washington, D. C. 


Dear CONGRESSMAN: The Colorado State Department of Education, in the 
interest of 80 school districts, requests your help toward extension of Public 
Law 874 and Public Law 815 without amendments. Baldwin amendment ac- 
ceptable if it means passage of the bill. Bow amendment must be opposed. 
Please contact Mr. Bailey and others of the committee urging extension of both 
bills. 

H. Grant VEST, 
Commissioner of Education. 


DENVER, Co1o., February 14, 1958. 
Senator Gorpon ALLorTT, 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


May we strongly urge you to oppose reducing or eliminating Federal support 
for schools in federally impacted areas. The Federal Government’s property in 
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our school district, none of which is taxable, is valued at more than twice the 
total value of the remaining taxable property in the district. We feel this 
places a direct responsibility on the Federal Government to provide assistance 
ee of taxes that could be levied against private property of equal magni- 
tudes. 
W. C. KINKLYy, 
Superintendent of Schools, Aurora Public School. 


Rocky Forp, Coro., January 31, 1958. 
Senator Gorpon ALLorTT, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


Any reduction in appropriations for Public Laws 874 and 815 will be ruinous 
to federally impacted school districts in Colorado. School districts cannot carry 
the burden of the federally employed personnel. The Board of Education of 
School District No. 4, Rocky Ford, Colo., asks you to oppose any reduction. 


L. V. SIMMONS, 
Superintendent of Schools. 


CoRTEZ, COLO. 
Senator Gorpon ALLOTT, 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


School board respectfully urges your active support extension of Public Laws 
874 and 815 as proposed. These laws are of vital impoirtance to schools of 
Colorado and especially Cortez. 

Vinci. S. LESTER, 
Superintendent of Schools. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
June 25, 1958. 
Hon. JAMES E. Murray, 
Chairman, Education Subcommittee, Senate Labor and Public Welfare 
Committee, Washington, D. C. 
(Attention: Mr. Stewart McClure.) 


DeaR SENATOR MurRAy: I have received several letters from public-school 
Officials in South Carolina which I would like to call to the attention of the 
subcommittee. 

These letters are pertinent to the hearings. which your subcommittee is cur- 
rently holding on H. R. 11378, and I would greatly appreciate it if you would 
enter these letters in the record of the hearing. 

With best wishes, 

Sincerely, 
Strom THURMOND. 


JUNE 23, 1958. 
Hon. STROM THURMOND, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Deak SENATOR THURMOND: The School District 2 of Richland County the 
eurrent school year had an enrollment of 3,287 children, of which 1,260 were 
federally connected as a result of the installation at Fort Jackson. These post 
children represented 38.3 percent of our entire enrollment. Current expendi- 
tures for this year amounted to $515,233.97. We received an entitlement from 
the Federal Government under Public Law 874 of $95,640.68 to be applied on 
current expenses. This amount represents 18.6 percent of our budget. To 
secure this amount of income from local property tax would require an addi- 
tional 38 mills, which added to our pressent overall county millage of 4514 mills, 
is entirely out of the question. This will illustrate to you how dependent we 
are upon the continuance of this aid from Public Law 874. 

The trustees of this district and I will appreciate very much if you will submit 
this statement to the Senate subcommittee which will hold hearings on this 
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matter June 25 and 26. We urge that you do everything possible to secure in 
the Senate the passage of H. R. 11378 as it passed the House of Representatives. 
The loss of these funds at this time would be disastrous to this school district. 
With kindest personal regards, I am 
Yours very truly, 


ODWARD L. WRIGHT, 
Superintendent. 
JUNE 19, 1958. 
Hon. J. Strom THURMOND, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR THURMOND: This letter will be delivered to you by Superintend- 
ent B. L. Wright, who is representing us in connection with our interest in 
Public Law 874. 

The Columbia schools have an average daily attendance of nearly 3,000 children 
who qualify us for funds under the provisions of Public Law 874. This year we 
have received $195,428 in such funds. This figure represents approximately 
83 percent of the cost of educating federally connected children in the Columbia 
schools. Our budget for next year is a tight one, and we are dependent upon 
this revenue for Our current operational program. The loss of these funds 
would require at least 3 mills of additional local property tax in order to balance 
our budget. 

We urge that you do everything possible to secure in the Senate the passage of 
H. R. 11378 as it passed the House of Representatives. 

Yours sincerely, 
Guy L. Varn, Superintendent. 
JUNE 20, 1958. 
Hon. J. Strom THURMOND, 
The Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DeEaR SENATOR THURMOND: Sumter County School District No. 2 has approxi- 
mately 1,500 federally affected children as a result of Shaw Air Force Base. 
M. and Q. funds, as represented by H. R. 11378, amounted to approximately 
$160,000 during 1957-58. The loss of these funds, or any substantial part of 
same, would be disastrous to this school district. 

Your support of this bill in the Senate is earnestly solicited. 

Yours very truly, 
Hvueu T. StroppArp, 
Superintendent. 





CooPER RIverR ScHoor District No. 4, 


North Charleston, S. C., June 19, 1958. 
Hon. J. Strom THURMOND, 


Senator, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR THURMOND: The House resolution relating to the extension of 
Public Law 874 will very shortly receive consideration in the Senate. I regret 
very much that it will not be possible for me to attend these hearings but I would 
like to submit to you a statement which I would like for you to present to 
the committee. 

At the present time more than 39 percent of the children attending schools 
in the Cooper River School District No. 4, North Charleston, 8. C., are sons and 
daughters of persons connected with various Federal installations. Although 
the installations with which these persons are connected represent an invest- 
ment which is many times larger than the investment in all other properties 
in the school district, they pay no taxes. The result of this is such that our 
taxable wealth per pupil is just a little more than 50 percent of the taxable 
wealth per pupil in the year 19839. As you can very readily see this creates a 
very serious financial problem. 

At the present time 600 Capehart units are being constructed at the Charles- 
ton Airbase and the problems will consequently be much more acute during the 
school year 1958-59. There is under consideration a project involving the 
extension of naval activities in the area which would still add to the problem. 
When the Charleston Minecraft Base is moved to the naval shipyard, it is quite 


possible that additional families will move to the school district in order to 
be nearer work. 
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On behalf of the board of trustees, the patrons, and myself, I wish to request 
your assistance in securing passage of H. R. 11378. Also on their behalf I wish 
to thank you for your help and consideration you have given us in the past. 

Sincerely yours, 
GorpDON H. GARRETT, 
Superintendent. 


AIKEN ATTENDANCE AREA No. 1, 
Aiken, S. 0., June 19, 1958. 
Hon. J Strom THURMOND, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Strom: This letter calls to your attention once again the fact that we 
are very dependent upon Federal aid for the federally connected schoolchildren 
in Aiken County as provided in special laws 815 and 876. Particularly are we 
interested in those in 876. 

This year we will receive in Aiken County approximately $256,000 in Federal 
aid for the federally connected children to assist us in the operation of schools. 
This means, of course, that if we should lose this support and if we maintain 
the standards which we now have that the tax levy on taxable property in 
this country would have to be increased approximately 10 mills. There is even 
at this time a 49 mill levy in Aiken County for supporting the schools. 

For your information the number of federally connected children in active 
membership is 3,894 and the number in average daily attendance is 3,720. We, 
in the Aiken city schools, are particularly interested because approximately 60 
percent of the federally connected children are enrolled in the city schools of 
Aiken. As a matter of fact 30 percent of our total school population are fed- 
erally connected children. 

As you know House bill H. R. 11378 basically meets our needs. The purpose 
of this letter is to request that you give this bill your wholehearted support 
when it reaches the floor of the Senate. It goes without saying, of course, that 
we do not object to such amendments that would increase our benefits so long 
as the grant is on the same basis as we now receive it. 

Sincerely, 
A. J. RUTLAND, Superintendent. 


DEPARTMENT OF EpucaTiIon, BEAUFORT COUNTY, 
Beaufort, 8. C., June 18, 1958. 
Senator J. Srrom THURMOND, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Sie: It is our understanding that the Senate Education Subcommittee 
plans to hold hearings “to extend and amend Public Laws 874 and 815” on June 
25 and 26. 

This piece of legislation, as you know, is for aid to those school communities 
which have been faced with an undue burden due to the influx of schoolchildren 
of workers on Federal installations. 

These laws were amended and extended by the House sometime ago through 
H. R. 11378. 

At the time the Subcommittee on General Education, headed by Hon. Cleve- 
land M. Bailey, was holding hearings on the above legislation we prepared and 
asked Mr. Rivers to submit the accompanying article entitled “Status of Beau- 
fort County School District No. 1 in Relation to Public Laws 874 and 815.’ He 
very kindly appeared before the House committee and submitted same. 

Since this legislation is now coming before the Senate Education subcommit- 
tee next week we are sending you copies of our condition here in Beaufort and 
asking that you do all you can to see it successfully through the Senate. Use 
this information in any way you see fit and we trust that this legislation will 
receive your full support and influence. 

We want to assure you that it will be nothing short of a financial tragedy to 
Beaufort schools if these pieces of legislation are not extended. 

We also want you to know that we deeply appreciate your interest and support 
of same in the past. 

Since we are writing both of our South Carolina Senators for the same purpose 
we trust that you will pardon us in using the same material to both of you. 

Yours most sincerely, 
O. K. McDantret, Administrator. 
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JANUARY 22, 1958. 


Sratus oF BEAUFORT County ScHoor District No. 1 In RELATION TO PusLic Laws 
815 AND 874 


Beaufort County School District No. 1 contains the following Federal installa- 
tions in connection with defense activities which have caused and will continue 
to cause the greatest shifts in population in the history of Beaufort County; 
1. USMC Recruit Depot, Parris Island; 2. Wake Village, Parris Island; 3. Naval 
Hospital, Beaufort, 8S. C.; USMC Auxiliary Air Station, Beaufort, 8. C. 

As proof of the first statement, namely, that they have caused a great shift 
in population we submit the enrollment of federally and nonfederally connected 
children in the schools from the school year 1950-51 through the first 4 months 
of the session 1957-58. 


i poke 
Year Federally | Non-Federal | Total 
connected 

| 
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1950-51 bas thet paneer 1, 256 | 3, 116 | 4, 372 
1951-52 ; Nigh 3. slelxspse) fiat gs hs 3: 1, 303 | 3, 156 | 4, 459 

Ea ci cee” 4 1, 466 | 3, 085 | 4, 551 
953-54 Ce Se ee eee 1, 391 3, 208 | 4, 897 
1954-55___- yes Ee C Aceeia oh eta 1, 671 | 3, 648 | 5, 319 
1955-56___- Salisds4bbdhs< ois - deeatbetnewadwel 1, 873 | 3,770 | 5, 643 
1956-57 __.. bo Sig al Alone a 2, 326 | 3, 739 | 6, 065 
1957-58... : 2, 528 4,016 1 6, 544 


1 Ist 4 months. 





During this period of 7 years and 4 months the number of federally connected 
children has increased 1,272, or 101 percent. The nonfederally connected 
children. 

However, the greatest shifts appear to be within the near future. The land 
has been acquired and a contract has been signed for the construction of 1,100 
Capehart housing units in connection with the auxiliary air station. This is 
just a beginning, as it is understood, for long-range planning, the ultimate figure 
is to be 2,565 Capehart units. Work has already begun on the first increment 
of the 1,100 units and it is expected that they will be completed in time for 
occupancy for the 1959-60 school session. In this connection we would like to 
make reference to exhibits A, B, and C attached, consisting of a letter from 
Col. H. C. Freuler, commanding officer, Headquarters, Marine Corps Auxiliary 
Air Station: Col. G. H. Cloud, Assistant Chief of Staff, Headquarters, Marine 
Corps Recruit Depot, Parris Island; and Mr. Edwin W. Pike, Jr., vice president, 
Southern Mortgage Co. In order to keep the record straight, we wish to state 
that it is our understanding that since Colonel Cloud wrote this letter October 
24, 1957, the construction of the 355 Capehart housing units referred to has 
been postponed for the present. However, in the light of world conditions at 
present, it is very likely that the postponement is only temporary and that the 
plans for these 355 housing units may be restored or even enlarged. 

On the basis of the three letters referred to above, all other information we 
have been able to gather we have attempted, through exhibits D and B, attached, 
to predict the enrollment of federally and nonfederally connected pupils for 
Beaufort County School District No. 1 for the years 1957-58 and 1958-59. The 
estimate follows: 


Year Federally | Non-Federal | Total 
connected | | 
sieél iss a | ——|-_—-_—— 
1957-58 __ pe Beas See ted SAU bor 3h a 3, 289 4, 453 7, 722 
1958-59 eee ee Se ae ee et eee 4, 275 4, 853 9, 128 
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If we allow 30 pupils to the classroom, by June 30, 1959, we will need 304 
classrooms to house the 9,128 pupils. At the present time we have either com- 
pleted or are in the process of construction enough classrooms at 30 pupils to the 
classroom to house 5,805 pupils, or 193 classrooms. That will leave us as of 
June 30, 1959, short 111 classrooms. However since about 50 of the classrooms 
should be used to house high school students and since 20 to 25 students in high 
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school are considered a teacherload, rather than 30 as in elementary school; we 
would feel that a more accurate estimate would be the need of at least 125 addi- 
tional classrooms, plus additional facilities such as rest rooms, offices, corridors, 
bus ports, multipurpose rooms, and libraries. Our estimate cost for the comple- 
tion of this project is at least $2 million. We expect an entitlement from the 
South Carolina Educational Finance Commission and from local sources a total 
of around $500,000. That leaves a deficit of $1,500,000. We believe it is the 
responsibility of the Federal Government to make up this needed amount. This 
can be provided under the provisions of Public Law 815 and it is sincerely hoped 
that Congress will see fit to extend it. 

At this time we wish to acknowledge the timely assistance Beaufort County 
School District No. 1 has received from the Federal Government through the 
operation of this law. We also wish to make it clear that Beaufort County 
School District No. 1 has attempted to do its full share. During the 7 years re- 
ferred to above 8 projects have been totally or partially financed by funds under 
Public Law 815 in the amount of $1,300,795.62, and our State and local funds 
have been used with these projects along with others of our own to the amount of 
$1,592,624.69, thus making a total expenditure for construction during this period 
of $2,893,420.31. 

In order to take care of these pupils and furnish them the standard of educa- 
tion they should have, it is not only necessary for Congress to take action in ex- 
tending Public Law 815, but it is also necessary that provision should be con- 
tinued for the maintenance and operation of these schools. This can be done 
through the extension of Public Law 874 with some form of floor continued as 
now provided. Without the provisions of Public Law 874, with the continuence 
of a minimum floor, it will be futile for Beaufort County School District No. 1 
to attempt to try to furnish a reasonable standard of education for the boys and 
girls who have been and are to be transferred to this district. 

Our State and local authorities have done and are willing to continue to do all 
they can for these boys and girls but it is our feeling that this is an obligation to 
be shared by our Federal Government. We respectfully ask that these two laws 
be continued for this purpose. 

Respectfully submitted. 

0. K. McDANTEL, 
Administrator of School Construction for Beaufort County. 


ExuHrsiT A 


HEADQUARTERS, MARINE Corps AUXILIARY AIR STATION, 
Beaufort, S. C., October 18, 1957. 
Mr. 0. K. McDANIEL, 
idministrator, County School Construction Program, 
Beaufort, S.C. 


Dear Mr. McDANIEL: In reply to your request for personnel data projected 
through fiscal year 1959, the following information is provided : 

1. As of this date there are 1,200 military personnel, 300 families, and an 
estimated 225 school-age children attached to this station. Because of efforts 
by incoming unit commanders to recruit unmarried personnel in consideration 
of the local housing situation, the number of families in this group is lower than 
normal. 

2. As of January 1, 1958, there will be approximately 2,000 military personnel, 
600 families, and 400 school-age children attached to units aboard this air 
station. 

3. In the first quarter of fiscal year 1959, it is anticipated that the personnel 
figures will be: Military, 4,000; families, 1.200; school-age children, 800. These 
figures are expected to remain substantially unchanged throughout fiscal year 
1959. 

Since this installation has been master planned as a major Marine Corps air 
station, further personnel increases beyond that stated above are indicated 
though are not readily predictable at this time. 

As you know, the bids for construction of 1,100 units of Capehart housing 
were opened on October 4, 1957. It is hoped that actual construction will com- 
mence about January 1, 1958. The progress in construction of this project 
will influence the arrival dates of units and personnel expected in fiscal year 
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1959, For long-range planning purposes the ultimate figure of 2,565 units of 
Capehart housing on the Clarendon site is still in effect. 
If any additional information is desired, please do not hesitate to call on us. 
Sincerely yours, 
H. C. FREULER, 
Colonel, United States Marine Corps, Commanding. 





ExuHisir B 


HEADQUARTERS, MARINE Corps Recruit DEpPoT, 
Parris Island, S. C., October 24, 1957. 
Mr. O. K. McDANIEL, 


Administrator, School Construction, Beaufort County, 
Beaufort, S.C. 


DEAR Sir: In reply to your request concerning present and planned housing 
available at Parris Island, the following information is submitted : 


1. Quarters and rental housing available: 
a eee eee to ere os eden 
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2. The planned construction consists of 355 units of Capehart housing to be 


built during fiscal year 1959. This construction will permit the command to 
demolish 97 sets of public quarters that are substandard due to age and ex- 
cessive cost of maintenance. This will leave a net gain of 258 sets of quarters. 
3. In connection with the above figures, it must be pointed out that the 185 
rental trailers are considered interim-type housing and will be removed at the 
completion of construction of adequate permanent housing. 
We hope this information will be helpful in your school construction planning. 
If we can be of further assistance, please call or write. 
sy direction of the commanding general. 
Sincerely yours, 
G. H. CLovup, 
Colonel, United States Marine Corps, 
Assistant Chief of Staff, G 


7 





Exursir C 
SOUTHERN MORTGAGE Co., 


Beaufort, 8S. C., November 8, 1957. 
Mr. O. K. MCDANIEL, 


Administrator, School Construction, 
Beaufort County, Beaufort, S.C. 


Dear Mr. McDANtIeL: In reply to your inquiry concerning information as to 
family housing to be provided and occupied by June 30, 1959, in Beaufort 
County School District No. 1, we hand you herewith the following : 


1. FHA insured dwellings now under construction______-__~- + ee 
2. Commitments outstanding, construction not started___.._____-_---- x: ae 
3. Applications in process 25 


It is Our estimate, based on the volume of building now under construction, 
and that proposed for the immediate future, that there will be approximately 
500 FHA insured homes completed in Beaufort County School District No. 1 by 
June 30, 1959. 

We trust that this information is that which you desired and will prove 
helpful to you. 

Yours very truly, 
EpWINn W. PIKE, Jr., 
Vice President. 
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ExuHrsitT D 


Method of arriving at estimated enrollment for the session, 1957-58 








ie | lan . 
| Total Federal | Non-Federal 
eee | 6,065 { — 9, 39309 |} 3,739 


Il. (a) Enrollment census Sept. 26, 1956, 5,744. 
(5) Enrollment census Sept. 30, 1957, 6,295. 


(5) minus (a), increase to Sept. 30, 1957_._.......---- | §21 3a-137 | SR 4 

III. Anticipated increase to end of session (see exhibit A, | 

Colonel Freuler’s letter): | 

(A) Military: | | 

400 pupils by Jan. 1, 1958. | | 

200 pupils by June 1, 1958. 

246 attached to Marine Corps Auxiliary Air | 
Station Oct. 30, 1957. 
46 or 3a-38 

NN IR it tisha deca aa | gets |} 0 

IV. According to Major Saxon’s letter, Sept. 19, 1956: | | 

900 civilian workers on base by June 1, 1958. 

290 present workers. 

Estimates % of dependents, also estimate 0.70 | | | 

school-age child per family. 

900—290X 44X0.70__ _-...- sie ias cae 102 (3b)-102 | 0 

V. Capehart construction workers: Estimated 1,000; 44 with | | | 
families; 0.70 per family—1,000X 42X0.70_ -_- | 350 (3b)-350 | 0 

VI. Additional people who come to run equnemmesinnd nr | | 
stations, and amusement places _ -- ‘ 300 0 | 300 
VII. Construction workers for P. R. Harbor-- a peiaanare 30 0 30 

y 

Total estimated enrollment, 1957-58 _.........-...------ 7, 722 ‘ rs i} 4,453 





Note.—The average daily attendance for 1957-58 was aaieke on 80 percent of estimated enrollment for 


same year. The average daily attendance for 1958-59 was figured on 85 percent of estimated enroliment for 
same year. 


EXxuHrsit B 


Method of arriving at estimated enroliment for session, 1958-59 


Total Federal | Non-Federal 


I. Enrollment for 1957-: 


te 
w 
to 
Goo 
on 


II. Children occupying Capehart housing units: 1,100 Cape- | 
hart units, 0.70 child per unit—1,100 x .70._..-...----- 770 3a-770 
III. Civilian workers on Marine airbase: | 
(a) Due to continued expansion 600 workers, 4 with 
dependents, 0.70 child per family—600 x 32 x 


0.70 as at Oe 210 3b-—210 ( 
(b) Miscellaneous non-Federal increase. _- ae: 400 0 41 
IV. Parris Island Capehart housing (see exhibit B, Colonel 
Cloud’s letter, October 24, 1957) - 26 3a-26 


(Only high-school students come from Parris Island 
to Beaufort.) 


on . ‘ ‘ 3a-1, 031 . 
Total estimated enrollment, 1958-59_..............--- 9, 128 { 3h 3) 244 } 4,8 
Pe ckswicateedh pcan sia ebulate anneal plendn ati oblna Bienes 4, 275 


Norte.—The average daily membership for 1957-58 was figured on 86 percent of the estimated enroliment 
for same year. The average daily membership for 1958-59 was figured on 88 percent of the estimated enroll- 
ment for same year. 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, Horry Country, 
Conway, 8S. C., June 19, 1958. 
Hon. J. Strom THURMOND, 
United States Senate, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Strom: It is my understanding that the House has passed bill No. H. R. 
11378, which provides for the extension of Public Law 874 and Public Law 815 
I am also advised that the Senate Education Subcommittee is to meet next week, 
Wednesday and Thursday, June 25 and 26, to discuss this bill; and the purpose 
of this letter is to ask that if at all possible you arrange to appear before this 
committee and exert your efforts in behalf of these bills. 
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As you know, we have the Myrtle Beach Air Force Base in Horry County, and 
as a result of this, the Federal impact is already large and will probably become 
even larger. We now have a little over 850 children enrolled in schools from 
federally impacted families, and as soon as the Capehart housing project is 
completed, there will no doubt be many more. I am sure you can understand 
the enormous burden this number of children would place on the school budget 
in Horry County and the reason it is imperative that we receive some assistance 
from the Federal Government. 

We have already received under Public Law 815 a little over $400,000 for con- 
struction of facilities for these children, and have had approved another project in 
the amount of $226,000; and we have received funds under Public Law 874 in 
the amount of approximately $81,000, and hope to continue receiving this. I am 
sure that you can understand how important it is to us in Horry County to 
receive aid under these bills, because the amount of money that we have received 
would have been almost impossible to raise locally. 

I am sure you will exert your best efforts in behalf of the extension of these 
bills, and for this I wish to express my appreciation. 

With kindest personal regards and best wishes, I am 

Yours very truly, 
T. W. ANDERSON, 
Superintendent of Education, Horry County. 





ScHOoL District or GREENVILLE COUNTY, 


Greenville, S. C., June 12, 1958. 
Hon. Strom THURMOND, 


United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear SENATOR THURMOND: I am writing to ask if you could advise us as to 
the status of legislation designed to extend the provisions of Public Law 874 
which expires June 30. 

In the preparation of our 1958-59 budget we estimated that we would receive 
$112,000 from the Federal Government for the approximately 1,600 Federal 
service-connected children attending the schools of this district. We were ob- 
liged to include a footnote in the budget to the effect that. receipt of this income 
item is dependent upon passage by the United States Senate of appropriate 
legislation. Needless to say, failure to receive the $112,000 would have a serious 
impact on our operations. 

Legislation as it passed the House provides for our receiving the funds referred 
to above and is satisfactory to us without change. Your kindness in letting us 
know about this legislation will be greatly appreciated. 

Respectfully, 


Wm. M. ALBERGOTTT, 
Colonel, United States Army (Retired), Coordinator of Fiscal Affairs. 


United States SENATE, 

June 5, 1958. 

Hon. JAMES E. MuRRAY, 

Chairman, Education Subcommittee, Senate Committee on Labor 
Public Welfare, Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR MurrAy: A problem has arisen in two Indian schools situated 
on Federal reservations in Nevada which can be solved by early passage of H. R. 
11378 which, as you know, was passed by the House on April 23 and is currently 
pending before your committee. 

The schools were incorporated into the State and county school system but 
because of their location on Federal lands application was made for Federal 
assistance under the provisions of Public Law 815. Some assistance for construc- 
tion purposes was received in 1953 ; however, it was not sufficient to complete the 
needed construction. Both schools, the McDermitt School located on the Fort 
McDermitt Reservation in Humboldt County, Nev., and the Owyhee Reservation 
School in Elko County, Nev., through the respective county school districts, made 
application to the United States Office of Education for further assistance under 
Public Law 815 again this year. The applications were denied because the 
enrollment of the Indian children at the schools did not exceed 10 percent of the 
total enrollment of schoolchildren within the counties involved. 


and 
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Hi. R. 11378, in section 14 of title I, provides for waiver of the enrollment per- 
centage requirement whenever necessity demands such a waiver. The bill fur- 
ther provides, in section 10, a standard to be maintained in cases arising under 
the act. It states, in part: “* * * (The) Commissioner shall make arrangements 
for constructing or otherwise providing the minimum school facilities necessary 
for the education of such children. To the maximum extent practicable, school 
facilities provided under this section shall be comparable to minimum school 
facilities provided for children in comparable communities in the State.” 

I am familiar with the conditions existing at the two Indian schools mentioned, 
and I can assure you that both are in dire need of additional facilities to approach 
the existing plants of other schools in the State of comparable grade level. 

You are aware, of course, that the problem is not peculiar to Nevada. It exists, 
as you know, in several of our Western States: consequently, H. R. 11378, if 
enacted, would not only correct conditions in my own State but would benefit 
other States finding themselves in a like situation. 

I have enclosed for your information a copy of a narrative received in my office 
from the superintendent of the Humboldt County School District concerning the 
needs of the Fort McDermitt School which will provide a more thorough insight 
into the problem existing there. The general situation at the Owyhee School is 
the same. 

I strongly urge that action be taken on H. R. 11378 this session, as it provides 
a solution to many of the school construction problems being encountered on 
Federal reservations today, and I am sure that you, in your judicious considera- 
tion of the matter, will agree that the measure is a necessary and meritorious 
piece of legislation. 

Kind personal regards. 

Cordially, 


ALAN BIBLE. 


THE NEED FOR ADDITIONAL CONSTRUCTION OF ScHoor FACILITIES AT 
McDERMITT, NEV. 


PART I. NARRATIVE 


The Indian children who reside with their parents on Fort McDermitt Reser- 
vation constituted the final group of Indian children to be brought into the 
public school program in Nevada. 

Prior to 1956, the Indian Bureau operated a 2-teacher rural school on the 
MecDermitt Reservation, which enrolled children grades 1 through 6. The older 
children in grades 7 through 12 were forced to attend the nonreservation board- 
ing school at Stewart. After 10 years of effort to bring about a consolidation of 
the Indian Bureau School with the public school located in the town of Me- 
Dermitt, an agreement was reached in 1955. Application was made by the Me- 
Dermitt Public School District, following annexation of the reservation lands, 
for funds to construct the needed faciilties under title ITV of Public Law S15. 
The application was acted npon favorably by the United States Office of Educa 
tion. and a grant of $215,000 was made for the construction of 6 classrooms 
(4 elementary and 2 high scheol) and a multipurpose room. The new schoo! 
onened in September of 1956, with an enrollment of 105 Indian children and 
50 non-Indian children. The Indian children included the 60 elementary children 
who otherwise would have attended the Indian Bureau School on the reserva- 
tion. The additional 45 students enrolled in grades 7 through 12 were with 
drawn from Stewart Indian School, who, for the first time, were able to live at 
home and attend public school. The non-Indian enrollment included children 
residing both in Oregon and Nevada, and, in addition, several high school 
students from Cordero area. 

Enrollment for the current, 1957-58 school year, consists of 105 Indian chil- 
dren and 85 non-Indian students. No increase in the Indian enrollment is dne 
to the fact that several families departed the reservation, one of which had 9 
children of school age. Non-Indian enrollment increased very much over the 
previous year, due to mining activity in the McDermitt area. Recently. a slight 
decrease in enrollment has taken place. Enrollment for the 1958-59 school year 
contemplates 120 Indian children and approximately 90 non-Indian children. 

Facilities at McDermitt were designed for a maximum of 170 children. In- 
asmuch as enrollment passed this point, it was necessary last September to house 
7th and Sth grade classes in the old 1-classroom building which had been 
abandoned. The development of a full 4-year high school program adds further 
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to the need for additional classroom space for this part of the program, and 
particularly for a specialized classroom which could be utilized for home 
economics training. 

In order to improve the quality of education for the children residing on the 
McDermitt Indian Reservation it is essential that they attend school with a 
maximum of non-Indian children. Over a period of years, it has been proved 
advantageous to have Indian children in a minority ratio rather than a majority 
component of the school population. This factor is recognized by Indian parents 
as well as educators. If facilities at McDermitt were increased, it would per- 
mit further consolidation of schools in northern Humboldt County, and improve 
the educational program for the Indian children in that area. Of course, it is 
realized that Federal funds cannot legally be expended for the construction of 
facilities for nonfederally connected children. 

The integration of Indian children residing on the Fort McDermitt Indian 
Reservation into the public-school program as effected considerable savings 
to the Indian Bureau and the Federal Government. The 45 to 50 students 
who were withdrawn from the enrollment at Stewart Indian School represent 
a saving of approximately $45,000 per year on the basis of a $900 plus per capita 
eost at Stewart Indian School. This amount, coupled with the savings of 
approximately $20,000 budgeted annually for the operation of the Fort McDer- 
mitt Day School, brings the total savings to $65,000. Johnson-O’Malley Indian 
education funds allotted to the McDermitt School during the first year, 1956-57, 
totaled $37,000, of which $10,000 had to be expended for new transportation 
equipment. The 1957-58 allocation is $24,000. Consequently, the annual sav- 
ings to the Indian Bureau can be computed as not less than $40,000. In addi- 
tion, the objective of having all Indian children educated in a public-school 
program has been greatly advanced by the McDermitt project. 


PART II. FACILITIES REQUIRED 


The following facilities are urgently needed for the MceDermitt School: 
2 general-purpose classrooms, 1 special classroom, 6 teacherage units. 

The current enrollment of all pupils at McDermitt has created a need for 
2 additional general classrooms, 1 for high school and 1 for elementary purposes. 
There is also a need for a specialized classroom in which a home economic 
training program can be developed. This type of training would be of tre- 
mendous value, particularly for the young Indian women who attend the 
McDermitt School. The construction of additional classrooms would enable 
the conversion of the old one-teacher McDermitt School building for use as 
a vocational agriculture instructional building. This would be of special 
significance to the Indian boys attending high school, all of whom have a vested 
interest in the agricultural economy of the Fort McDermitt Indian Reservation. 

Teacherage facilities are urgently needed to insure the successful operation 
of the MeDermitt Public School. As matters now stand, there are no satis- 
factory living quarter available in the town of McDermitt for rental by the 
teaching staff. In view of this situation, the Humboldt County School District 
installed four house trailers for use as residences by the teaching staff. There 
is a reluctance, or inability, on the part of residents of the town of McDermitt 
to provide satisfactory rental units for teachers. 

A direct result of the shortage of suitable housing is the unusually high 
turnover of personnel employed by the school. With two exceptions, the staff 
employed for the current school year were new. Under such circumstances, 
continuity in the educational program is an impossibility. The shortage of 
housing is directly related to turnover in personnel, and this reason was cited 
by all of the teachers who failed to sign contracts for the 1957-58 school vear. 
This factor, coupled with the isolation of McDermitt and its lack of advantages, 
was the principal reason given by the teachers for their failure to return for 
another year. Unless the district is in a position to provide adequate living 
quarters, at a reasonable rental, as an inducement for teachers to come to 
MeDermitt, the successfulness of the McDermitt educational project will be 
seriously jeopardized. 

PART III. CONSTRUCTION COST DATA 


1. (a) Description of proposed facilities: Classrooms: single story ; concrete- 
block construction, consisting of 2 regular classrooms and 1 specialized class- 
room; covered corridors; appurtenances and movable equipment. Approximate 
square footage, 3,000 (2 classrooms at 900 square feet; 1 special room, 1,200 
square feet). 
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(b) Teacherage facilities: Six 1-, 2-, and 3-bedroom apartment units; frame 
construction with nonmovable equipment. Approximate square footage, 5,000. 


2. Estimated cost of proposed facilities 





School | Teacherage 

Ne ee cee cial $48, 000 | $54, 600 
(b) Onsite utilities connection................-.----- (Abst. (st Le | 1, 000 | 1, 000 
ee ES EE Se eee Tada aosth adce 1,000 | 1, 000 
(d) Equipment._-_- ; Bh ic ihihe winbedids etinedatnchincit ieeedadachbe bs ‘ 6, 000 | Sane omicaie 
(e) Plan preparation and supervision--_-_....-...-.- 223 ai 3 3, 600 | 3, 200 
(f) Legal and administrative ---.- Re ance Neiod z ao oen 100 200 

a oe ko Séa~ debbie ; a chi aia 60, 000 | 60, 000 

i lili bi Bi Wis oe ee 4 Se 120, 000 


| 
UNITED STATES SENATE, 
June 20, 1958. 
Hon. JAMES E. Murray, 
Chairman, Education Subcommittee, 
Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR MuRRAY: I am sure you will recall my letter of June 5 to you 
concerning H. R. 11378, in which I forwarded information pertaining to the 
McDermitt Indian Reservation School in Nevada. 

At that time I did not have specific information pertaining to the Owyhee 
Reservation School. I have, however, since received the enclosed letter from 
the superintendent of schools of the Elko County (Ney.) School District, which 
I think you will find informative. 

I am happy that your committee will hold hearings on the bill next week, and 
I urge your committee to take favorable action on the measure. 

Kind personal regards. 

Cordially, 
ALAN BIBLE. 


ELKO County SCHOOL DISTRICT, 
Elko, Nev., June 12, 1958. 
Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 
Senator from Nevada, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR Brsce: This will acknowledge receipt of your June 6 letter relat- 
ing to efforts on your part to provide school building facilities at the Owyhee 
Indian Reservation. 

I wish to thank you for interest and effort in the direction of accomplishment 
of sorely needed school buildings there. 

Lest, peradventure, your office has not received full detailed factual informa 
tion concerning school building needs at Owyhee Indian Reservation, the fol- 
lowing additional data has been offered in five major parts: 


PART I. ENROLLMENT INFORMATION 


Elementary, kindergarten through Sth grade, 175 
Non-Indian, 20; total, 195 

High school, grades 9 to 12, Indians, 70 

Non-Indians, 10; total, 80 

Grand total : 245 Indian, 30 non-Indian ; total enroliment, 275. 

All Indian students who attended the Owyhee school reside with their parents 
on the Duck Valley Indian Reservation. Non-Indian students are the children 
of the employees of the school district, the Bureau of Indian Affairs and students, 
grades 7 through 12, who are transported from Mountain City. The Duck 
Valley Indian Reservation is a closed reservation, and all land is in the non- 
taxable Federal trust status. The reservation lies half in Nevada and half in 
Idaho, but over 90 percent of the people reside on the Nevada side near the town 
of Owyhee. 
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PART II, HOUSING SITUATION: PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS IN RELATION TO HOUSING 


Number of elementary teachers 


esas epi Ix nce ap dsadisialal desliedcdleceacnes hind aan 9 
DEI Gr RCC NC na ang rerptinnicng me aires bnieieisdientadtdinuie 6 
PATELAYG WEDETVINOLY DORON oie nie 6 en miensetin meine edi sin 1 
I, nai a ca eh le cil en ania cca seeds eae 3 

TEE isos a ca a ed 19 


Number of housing units available, 12: deficit, 7. 
Narrative 


The Owyhee elementary and high school attendance area of Elko County School 
District must furnish adequate living quarters for school personnel. This is due 
to the fact that the school is located on the Duck Valley Reservation, 97 miles 
from the nearest urban center where housing might be available. The Duck 
Valley Reservation is a closed reservation wherein settlement is open only to 
eligible Indians, due to the trust land status which prevents land acquisition by 
non-Indians, with a resultant lack of rental or other housing units. Inasmuch 
as only 12 housing units are available for a school staff of 19 persons, it means 
that 7 of the staff members must be taken care of by other means, so far as 
housing is concerned. 

The school has been most fortunate, for the past several years, in being able 
to employ, as teachers, wives of Indian Bureau or Public Health Service em- 
ployees stationed at Owyhee, with a resultant lessening of the demand for living 
quarters, The district has also been able to employ married couples with both 
husband and wife qualified as teachers, If this condition were to cease, the 
school would be in dire straits in the matter of housing new personnel. The con- 
struction of housing units is, therefore, essential to insure the further develop- 
ment of the educational program at Owyhee, inasmuch as it is directly related 
to the school district's ability to secure and retain qualified teaching personnel. 

The board of trustees for Elko County School District has faced a very serious 
problem in the recruitment and retention of good teachers throughout the county, 
and particularly in the case of the Owyhee attendance area. A study in December 
1957 showed that only 11.2 percent of the 139 teachers employed by Elko County 
School District were born in Nevada, despite the policy of the board of trustees 
in giving employment preference to local applicants for teaching positions. 
Teacher turnover in Elko County School District in the 1956-57 school year 
was 22. 4 percent compared with the national average of approximately 13 percent. 
Teacher turnover at the Owyhee School was 25 percent. An analysis of personnel 
turnover by the board of trustees indicates that the major contributing factor 
in the problem of teacher recruitment and retention, is the lack of adequate 
housing facilities. The higher turnover at the Owyhee School is indicative of the 
validity of this statement. An additional analysis was made of the recruitment 
of teachers at Owyhee during the current year. It was learned that at least 
six well-qualified teachers failed to accept positions offered them at Owyhee 
because of the lack of suitable living quarters. In several of these cases, the 
prospective employees personally visited Owyhee, and after viewing housing con- 
ditions, decided to seek employment elsewhere. 

It is imperative that employment conditions at Owyhee be made sufficiently 
attractive so that the best qualified teachers can be induced to come and to 
remain in this isolated part of Elko County. Provision must be made for 
greater stabilization of the faculty in order to insure the necessary continuity 
in Classroom instruction in order to reach the educational objectives of the 
children who attend school there. Instruction by competent teachers is the 
foundation upon which the successful integration of Indian children depends. 


PART III. NEED FOR A MULTIUSE BUILDING: PRESENT FACILITY 
CONSTRUCTED IN 1935 OF NATIVE STONI 


\ WPA BUILDING 
Narrative 


The present facility at the Owyhee School is entirely inadequate as a gymna- 
sium, because of its size and type of construction. It is fully depreciated in 
value by age and because of the poor interior arrangement with respect to 
seating capacity, lighting, ventilation, safety, health, and sanitation conditions. 
The interior arrangement is inadequate so far as lending itself to public speak- 
ing, dramatics and debate are concerned. It is incapable of modification, due 
to construction of native stone, which prevents increasing size or alteration 
to enable additional use. 


27907— 58 11 
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The need at Owyhee is for a multiuse building which would combine the 
features of a gymnasium and auditorium, with additional space to be devoted 
to library and a counseling section. The proposed multiuse building would 
function as a gymnasium in order that a comprehensive program of physical 
education might be developed at Owyhee, which would include both boys and 
girls of the upper elementary and high school levels. The enrollment at 
Owyhee justifies the commencement of a sound program of intramural athletic 
activities, as well as interschool sports. The building would also serve as an 
auditorium which would provide an opportunity for the development of a pro- 
gram in the field of expression, which is vital to a predominently Indian enroll- 
ment school. Under present conditions, this form of curriculum development 
is impossible. There is need for adequate space where the students can present 
concerts, plays, operettas, speaking contests, all of which are vital to a sound 
educational program for Indian children. Space must be available for the 
community to participate in these activities, inasmuch as it is sincerely believed 
that a large part of the difficulties in the educational program at Owyhee stem 
from the lack of parental participation in the school activities. 

A further use of the multipurpose building would be to devote sufficient space 
for the development of a library and for counseling services. An analysis of 
the educational program at Owyhee shows an urgent need for these facilities, 
in order ot insure the development of a complete and satisfactory edurational 
program. Young Indian men and women of high school age are vitally in need 
of the best possible guidance and counseling services, and the successfulness 
of the educational program is dependent in large measure upon this develop- 
ment at Owyhee. It is firmly believed that the encouragement of children and 
adults, through the development of a library, would tend to lessen the language 
handicap which is so prevalent among Indian children, and which serves as a 
deterrent to their academic achievement. 


PART IV. ABILITY OF ELKO COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT TO CONSTRUCT FACILITIES 


Although Elko County School District still has a reserve capacity for bonded 
indebtedness for the purpose of constructing additional school facilities, the 
city of Elko is at or near the $5 constitutional tax limitation. The school dis- 
trict is, therefore, not in a position at this time, nor will it be in the near 
future, to issue bonds for the construction of greatly needed facilities through- 
out the county. Due to the fact that the Owyhee school attendance area serves 
children who reside with their parents on nontaxable Indian land, it is ex- 
tremely doubtful that the voters of the county would approve a bond issue for 
the purpose of constructing facilities for children who are so resident. Because 
of these conditions, it is felt advisable to request assistance from the Bureau 


of Indian Affairs in order to secure funds for the construction of the much 
needed facilities. 


PART V. ESTIMATE OF COST OF NEEDED FACILITIES AT OWY HEE 





Teacherage | Gymnasium 





Lt a nn caine anima eam danaiabieamamuaeahia $63, 750 $150, 000 
a cdi naeeneembdnegaienne sie mame 1,000 1,000 
i kde re pening nicinanatnieininalabel 1, 000 4, 000 
(d) Equipment = Se a a rade nieaeleieniiciaia cceaoeiend ae 0 6, 750 
(e) Plan preparation and supervision of construction. --....-...-..-.---.----- 4, 000 12, 000 
(f) Legal and administrative eda pe hg ce nae s 4 abinclen anioeacce aan 250 | 250 
(g) Miscellaneous aE ae oe. aS a were each Bee 0 | 0 
(h) Total 70, 000 174, 000 
I caliente nal meas abdeeedd es = 





Sincerely yours, 


LoyAL V. NORMAN, 
Superintendent of Schools. 
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NEW ALBANY-FLOYD CoUNTY CONSOLIDATED SCHOOL CoORP., 
New Albany, Ind., June 23, 1958, 
Senator HoMER E. CAPEHART, ‘ 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR CAPEHART: We wish to call your attention to H. R. 11378, 
which passed the House and is seheduled for Senate hearings June 25-26. 
This bill is commonly known as Public Laws 874 and 815. 

The New Albany-Floyd County Schools would appreciate the inclusion of 
amendments and provisions for payments to school corporations which are 
experiencing a decrease in Federal employment. We are in serious condition 
because of the closing of the Jeffersonville Quartermaster Depot and the Indiana 
Arsenal at Charlestown, Ind. In the school year of 1956—57, the New Albany- 
Floyd County schools received $51,113.92, this school year 1957-58, we have not 
and may not receive any funds. We had included a Federal grant in our budget 
and will surely have to borrow to meet this deficit. This situation is made 
worse by the increase in delinquent taxes in our corporation. This delinquency 
is currently over 10 percent. 

We would appreciate your contacting Senator Hill and Senator McNamara 
and support such an amendment. 

We shall be happy to supply additional information if you desire. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT 8S. BYRN, 
Administrative Assistant. 


JEFFERSONVILLE CITY SCHOOLS, 
Jeffersonville, Ind., June 23, 1958. 
Senator HoMER E. CAPEHART, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 


DeaR SENATOR CAPEHART: H. R. 11378 is now in Senator McNamara’s sub- 
committee. This bill is for extension of Public Laws 874 and 815. There is an 
amendment offered making provisions for payments to districts experiencing 
diminishing impact under Public Law 874. This is of vital importance to 
the Jeffersonville City Schools. 

I am sure you are aware of our loss of employment due to the closing of 
the Indiana Arsenal and Quartermaster Depot. The great majority of these 
people are still with us and their children continue to attend school. 

It is the unanimous opinion of the school board that since the Quartermaster 
Depot, which is in the city, pays no taxes and has brought these people here, 
the school city is entitled to some considerations. 

Your services are solicited and anything you can do will be appreciated. 

Respectfully, 


H. F. Scoutte, Superintendent. 


ae 
UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE, 


June 24, 1958. 
Hon. JAMES E. Murray, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Education, 
Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR: In connection with the hearings before your subcommittee on 
the extension of Public Law 874, relating to school assistance in federally im- 
pacted areas, which I understand begin on June 26, I would like to call to your 
attention the desirability of a clarification of the provisions of the act as related 
to the eligibility of the children of ROTC officers. 

I am enclosing two original letters, dated February 28 and April 7, respectively, 
from Mr. W. Z. Carter, superintendent of city schools, Murray, Ky., in which 
Mr. Carter questions the Office of Education interpretation of the law as it re- 
lates to the children of ROTC officers. Also enclosed is letter sent to me by 
Mr. B. Alden Lillywhite, Associate Director for Federally Affected Areas, Office 
of Education, Washington, under date of March 26, in which Mr. Lillywhite re- 
plies to the statements made by Mr. Carter, and sets forth the criteria used by 
the Office of Education in determining eligibility under Public Law 874. It seems 
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obvious that the parent is involved in a Federal activity when he is in the ROTC 
and that his children attend the local school because of his service in the ROTC. 
At least, the law should be so clear that all concerned will understand it. 
The consideration of the subcommittee in connection with this matter will be 
appreciated. 
Sincerly yours, 


JOHN SHERMAN COOPER. 


Murray Pusiic Scroo.s, 
Murray, Ky., February 28, 1958. 
Senator JoHN SHERMAN COOPER, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR Cooper: This is concerning the interpretation of certain phase 
of Public Law 874 pertaining to Federal Government’s financial responsibility in 
school districts impacted by Government projects. 

I am writing to this point of that law. The children of ROTC officers are 
federally connected children inasmuch as the unit is housed in college quarters 
for which there is a contract payable by certain services. 

Congressman Cleveland Bailey of the subcommittee on Education spoke to the 
group of administrators at St. Louis last Sunday and he stated that such children 
are Government-connected and a Federal responsibility. He further stated that 
law will be just the same as it has been for past 4 years. A representative of 
the Office of Education stated that if there is no change in the law the office will 
not recommend payment. The children were not allowed in this district last 
year. 

It occurs to me that the interpretation should be different or the new bill 
changed to permit the Federal Government to assume its responsibility. It is 
well known that you were of great service to us 4 years ago along similar lines 
and for that reason I am again appealing to you for assistance. 

With very best personal regards, I remain, 

Respectfully yours, 
W. Z. CARTER. 


MurRRAY Pusiic SCHOOLS, 


Murray, Ky., April 7, 1958. 
Hon. JOHN SHERMAN COOPER, 


United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DeaR SENATOR Cooper: Please be advised that your letter of March 27, 1958, 
has been received and that your efforts on behalf of public education in Ken- 
tucky is appreciated. 

I am referring to Public Law 874 and the eligibility of children of Army offi- 
cers in our ROTC unit. It is granted that the property housing the officers 
is not owned by the Federal Government, neither is it leased in the inter- 
pretation of the term by the Office of Education. The property, tax exempt, 
is. furnished the United States for services inasmuch as it is stated in the con- 
tract that “we (the tax-exempt institution) agree to make available class- 
rooms, offices, office equipment, rifle range, drill fields, ete.” to the Army 
officers. The payment for these properties is with services rendered the col- 
lege by the Army personnel. 

It is my opinion that the impact caused by children of the Army officers in- 
volves a financial responsibility of the Federal Government for the educa- 
tion of the pupils so connected. Further, it is my opinion that the service of 
ROTC is of national significance and not one for local community. It has been 
éxplained to me that the spirit and purpose of Public Law 874 is to prevent the 
Federal Government from imposing a financial burden upon any local com- 
munity. I believe it is the intention of the law that the Government carry its 
portion of the cost of education of children moved into a community for a 
Federal project. 

The above reasons appear to justify a change in the present legislation in 
view of the interpretation. I believe it is or was the intention of the law for 
the Government to assist in the education of Government-connected pupils 
when they are moved into a community. 

With very best personal regards. 

Sincerely yours, 


W. Z. CARTER. 
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
OFFICE OF EDUCATION, 


Washington, D. C. 
Hon. JOHN SHERMAN COOPER, 


United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR Cooper: This will acknowledge and reply to your letter of 
March 13, 1958, addressed to Dr. L. G. Derthick, Commissioner of Education, 
requesting interpretation by the Office of Education of Public Law 874 as 
it relates to the eligibility of the children of ROTC officers. Your letter refers 
particularly to certain children who attended the public school at Murray, Ky., 
last year and were deemed ineligible for assistance under Public Law 874, 
“although these children are housed in college quarters for which there is a 
contract payable by other Federal services.” 

A school district may become eligible under Public Law 874, as you know, 
with respect to children who reside on Federal property or reside with a parent 
employed on Federal property or both, or with respect to children whose attend- 
ance is the result of Federal activity carried on either directly or through a 
contractor. Hence, the applicability of Public Law 874 to the children of ROTC 
officers depends upon a determination as to whether the building space they 
occupy as living quarters or their parents occupy as a place of employment or 
both may be regarded as “Federal property” as defined in the law. 

We recently requested advice from the Office of the General Counsel as to 
the status of tax-exempt space at colleges and universities occupied by ROTC 
units as Federal property under the school-assistance laws. We were advised 
after a careful study of the matter that such space does not meet the require- 
ments set up in the definition of eligible Federal property in those laws. A part 
of that definition declares that Federal property is “property which is owned 
by the United States or is leased by the United States, and which is not subject 
to taxation by any State or any political subdivision of a State or by the 
District of Columbia.” Since the ROTC space used in colleges is tax-exempt 
and is not owned by.the United States, its eligibility would depend upon a 
showing that it is leased by the United States. 

A lease implies an intent to grant the lessee an exclusive right to possession 
and control of the premises as against even the owner. The agreement granting 
the use of space to the ROTC, if not a lease, may confer only the privilege to 
use and occupy the space under the owner. It was determined with respect to 
the ROTC agreements that the intention is to assign space in the college build- 
ings to the ROTC on the same basis as space is assigned to other departments 
none of which are considered in any normal sense to be lessees of the space 
assigned to them. 

With respect to the “college quarters” in which your constituent states that 
the ROTC children last year were housed, the applicant should be prepared to 
show evidence that such quarters are leased by the United States in the sense 
that the United States has been granted an exclusive right to possession and 
control of the premises. In the absence of such evidence, the fact that the per- 
sonnel housed in such quarters are Federal employees is irrelevant in that it 
does not indicate the eligibility of the property according to the law. If we 
can be of further assistance, please feel free to call upon us. 

Sincerely yours, 


, 


B. ALDEN LILLYWHITE, 
Associate Director for Federally Affected Areas. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
March 25, 1958. 
Hon. Lister HIL1, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR HILL: In connection with your committee’s studies and recom- 
mendations on continuing Public Laws 815 and 874, I want to especially invite 
your attention to the enclosed correspondence from Mr. Bill Hall, superintendent, 
Capitan municipal schools, Capitan, N. Mex. 

The situation which resulted is about the same as if a military installation had 
been located in the county as far as tax revenues are concerned. Can something 
be done about this situation? 

Sincerely, 
DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
United States Senator. 


27907—58——12 
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CAPITAN MUNICIPAL SCHOOLS, 


Capitan, N. Mez., January 10, 1957. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


United States Senator, State of New Mevico, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Deak SENATOR CHAveEz: In rely to your request for additional information in 
regard to the loss of revenue to our school district by the city of Alamogordo and 
Holloman Air Base acquiring Bonito Dam the following is submitted : 

The Capitan Municipal School District has an area of 429,440 acres divided 
as follows: 203,520 acres, Forest Service; 38,400 acres, United States Govern- 
ment; 45,440 acres, State of New Mexico; and 142,080 acres private owned and 
taxable for school purposes. This 142,080 acres is practically all ranch land 
with a very low tax rate. At this time we receive approximately $750 a year 
from the Forest Service fees which is all the Federal money received by our 
school district. 

The tax valuation of $236,974 lost from Bonito Dam was by far the largest 
taxable item in our district and has seriously threatened our educational 
program. 

Should you need additional information, please let us know, and we assure 
you that any aid you might arrange for us will be greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely, 


Brix Hatz, Superintendent. 


CAPITAN MUNICIPAL SCHOOLS, 


Capitan, N. Mex., November 19, 1957. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


United States Senator, State of New Mezico, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR CHAVEZ: On December 28, 1956, the United States Government 
in the name of the city of Alamogordo, N. Mex., acquired title to the land on 
which Bonito and Nogal Lakes are situated and to the pipeline running from 
them. This land and the pipeline were acquired from the Southern Pacific 
Railroad. All properties acquired are located in the Capitan Municipal School 
District No. 28, Lincoln County, N. Mex., with the exception of a portion of the 
pipeline which is located in the Carrizozo School District. 

The improvements necessary to transport water from Bonito Lake to Holloman 
Airbase were paid for by the United States Government which advertised for 
and received bids for such improvements. The justification for this action 
was to provide water for Holloman Airbase and thus further our national defense. 

The board of education of the Capitan Municipal School District feels that it is 
justified in asking for reimbursement in the amount of $236,974 which was the 
assessed valuation of the property in the Capitan Municipal School District 
released by the Southern Pacific Railroad to Holloman Airbase and the city of 
Alamogordo. 

The board of education of the Capitan Municipal School District is aware of 
the wording of section 2 of Public Law 874 (Sist Cong.), as amended which 
states that properties claimed under this section of the act must be currently 
owned by the Federal Government and are further aware of the fact that 
legally the title to the property is in the name of the city of Alamogordo, but 
they are also aware of the fact that in reality the entire procedure was carried 
out to provide water for Holloman Airbase and that the expense involved was 
paid by the United States Government to promote our national defense. They 
are further aware of the fact that with a large portion of the Capitan Mu- 
nicipal School District being comprised of Federal and State tax-exempt land 
that the acquiring of the Southern Pacific property in the school district for 
defense purposes has depleted the amount of money in the direct charge account 
of the Capitan School District to such a degree that the educational program of 
the district is seriously threatened. 

The board of education of the Capitan Municipal School District No. 28, 
Lincoln County, N. Mex., therefore asks your assistance in correcting the situa- 
tion in any way you might find possible. 

Sincerely, 


Biiut HAty, Superintendent. 
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JUNE 12, 1958. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DeaR SENATOR CHAVEZ: Senator Lister Hill, chairman of the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare, has asked me to acknowledge and reply to your 
recent letter with which you enclosed correspondence which you have received 
from Mr. Bill Hall, superintendent, Capitan municipal schools, Capitan, N. Mex. 

Upon receipt of your letter, I took the liberty of forwarding Mr. Hall’s cor- 
respondence to the United States Office of Education with a request for a report 
thereon. I am enclosing herewith the letter which I have received from Mr. 
B. Alden Lillywhite, Associate Director for Federally Affected Areas. I hope 
this will be of assistance to you in replying to your constituent. 


If I can be of any further service to you in this or any other matter, please 
feel free to call upon me. 


Sincerely yours, 
JOHN S. ForsyTHE, General Counsel. 





UNITED STATES SENATE, 


June 23, 1958. 
Mr. Joun S. ForsytTHE, 


General Counsel, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. ForsyTHE: You recall your letter to me of June 12 with reference to 
correspondence from Mr. Bill Hall, who is superintendent of schools at Capitan, 
N. Mex. 

Enclosed is a copy of a letter from Mr. Hall in reply to a letter from Mr. 
Lillywhite. I am bringing them to the attention of the committee in connection 
with the consideration of the extension of Public Law 874. 

Sincerely, 
DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
United States Senator. 


CAPITAN MUNICIPAL SCHOOLS, 


Capitan, N. Mew., June 18, 1958. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR CHAVEZ: Thanks for your letter of June 13 in regard to the loss 
of tax valuation in our school district by the transfer of Bonito and Nogal Lakes 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 

The attitude taken by Mr. Alden Lillywhite is typical of that of the Depart- 
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare. I had previously talked to the district 
representative for the Department, whose office is located in Dallas, Tex., and 
his opinion was the same. They do not realize that a municipality in New 
Mexico is tax free and it is impossible for us to collect anything from the city of 
Alamogordo. As I have previously written we are aware of the provisions 
of Public Law 874 and know that under the interpretation of the law as taken 
by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare that we are not eligible 
for reimbursement but we believe that there is a moral side as well as a technical 
side to alllaws. Regardless of interpretations the fact remains that the purpose 
of Alamogordo acquiring the legal title to Bonito and Nogal Lakes was to fur- 
nish water to Holloman Air Force Base. The Air Force admitted that they 
paid for and hold title to the pipeline and that they will hold the easement on 
all land traversed by the pipeline. As for the feeling of the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare “that the interest of the Air Force in the 
right-of-way easements for the waterline has caused only a very negligible 
tax loss to the community” we feel that they should attempt to operate a 
school located in a district where over two-thirds of the land is owned by the 
Federal Government and is therefore like a municipality tax free and we doubt 
if they did that they would be so positive in their thinking. Any lors «f tax 
valuation is important to us and regardless of the insinuation of Mr. Lilly- 
white in the last paragraph of his letter to Mr. John §S. Forsythe dated June 9, 
1958, that there might not have been a loss, we know there was and that it has 
affected our school operation. 

We feel that since Alamorgordo supplied nothing but the acquiring of legal 
title and that since the Air Force supplied the money for the pipeline and 
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derive the major benefit from the dam and since the South Pacific was relieved 
of taxpayment but still get their water from the supply that the only loss on the 
entire procedure was to the Capitan School District and that morally, if not 
technically, that we are entitled to the requested reimbursement. 

Again we would like to thank you for your interest and for the effort you 
have made in our behalf. We appreciate it greatly. If there should be any- 
thing else that you can do for us in the matter we will always be grateful to 
you for it. We feel that you are the only hope we have and without your help 
we would be ignored by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

Sincerely, 
Brit HAtyt Superintendent. 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
OFFICE OF EDUCATION, 
Washington, D.C., June 9, 1958. 
Mr. Joun S. ForsytTuHe, 
General Counsel, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. ForsytHeE: This will acknowledge and reply to your letter of March 
28, 1958, transmitting correspondence between Senator Chavez and Bill Hall, 
superintendent of the Capitan Municipal School District, Capitan, N. Mex. The 
letters to Senator Chavez from the local school officials discuss a problem arising 
as the result of acquisition of land in Lincoln County, N. Mex., around the Bonito 
and Nogal Dam areas, and the construction of a pipeline from those lakes to 
the city of Alamogordo and thence to Holloman Air Force Base in Otero County. 
The school district is requesting that the Federal Government compensate it in 
some manner in the amount of $236,974 which it states was the assessed valua- 
tion of the property used for this project which the school] officials say is not 
now taxable. You transmitted this correspondence to this Office asking for any 
comments or information which would be of assistance in replying to the inquiry. 

Upon receipt of your letter we inquired of both the Corps of Engineers and 
the Air Force regarding this matter and were requested to send the correspond- 
ence to the Air Force Headquarters here in Washington for preparation of a 
reply. You will recall that I notified you by telephone that it would require 
some time to obtain the necessary information on this matter in order to prepare 
the reply to your request. On June 4, we received a brief reply from Donald L. 
Black, Deputy Chief, Real Estate Division of the Department of the Air Force, 
in answer to our request. The letter from the Air Force did not give very much 
information regarding this matter but with a number of telephone calls we are 
able to give you some information on this matter. 

The source of water for Holloman Air Furce Base below Alamogordo, or at 
least part of the source, is the Bonite and Nogal Dams located some distance 
north in the Capitan School District in Lincoln County. These dams were owned 
by the Southern Pacific Railroad. It appears that the Air Force made an 
agreement with the city of Alamogordo that if the city would acquire the water 
rights and bring the water to Alamogordo and on to Holloman Air Force Base 
the Air Force would purchase water from the city. The city would also have 
rights te some of the water brought from these lakes. We have no information 
as to the basis on which the city of Alamogordo acquired the lakes from South- 
ern Pacific Railroad. It is our understanding that the Air Force provided the 
money to construct the pipeline from the lakes to the city and on to Holloman 
Air Force Base. It is our further understanding that arrangements are being 
completed to obtain easements from the owners of the property traversed by this 
pipeline and that the easements will be turned over to and held by the Air Force 
when all of the transactions are completed. 

It appears from the information available to this office that none of the property 
mentioned in Mr. Hall’s letter to Senator Chavez will be federally owned even 
thongh the Federal Government provided the money to construct the pipeline 
and will hold the right of easement on the property through which it runs. It 
further appears that the assessed valuation of the area around the 2 lakes when 
owned by the Southern Pacific Railroad was $236,974. The school officials main- 
tain they have lost this amount in taxes for school purposes. It is difficult at this 
point to understand the reason for this tax loss since the property was acquired 
by the city of Alamogordo, a municipality in the State of New Mexico, and not the 
Federal Government. We are not familiar with the laws of the State of New 
Mexico, but it would appear that if one municipality went into another county to 
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acquire property that some arrangement would be made to compensate it for 
loss of taxable value. Although the funds for the construction of the pipeline 
were provided by the Air Force it does not own the pipeline but simply the ease- 
ment on the land. Thus, it is difficult to understand why this Federal partici- 
pation would have reduced the taxable value of the land over which the pipeline 
runs. 

The school officials apparently recognize that the property is not federally 
owned but they state that since it was for national defense the district should 
be reimbursed for the loss of local taxes for school purposes. Section 2 of Public 
Law 874 authorizes a payment for land removed from the tax rolls by Federal 
acquisition if certain conditions are met. Since this land was not acquired 
by the Federal Government it does not come within the provisions of this section 
of the act. It is the conclusion of the Real Estate Division of the Department of 
the Air Force that the tax loss to the Capitan Municipal School District is a 
matter for local resolution between the school district and the city of Alamo- 
gordo. It is the feeling of this Department that the interest of the Air Force in 
the right-of-way easements for the waterline has caused only a very negligible 
tax loss to the community. 

I realize that this letter does not conclusively answer a number of the ques- 
tions that might be raised in connection with this transaction. However, it is all 
the information we have been able to obtain on the matter. It further appears 
that since the city of Alamogordo, not the Federal Government, has acquired the 
property and is responsible for the tax loss in the El Capitan School District, if 
there was a loss, the matter is one to be settled between the city and the school 
district. 

Sincerely yours, 
B. ALDEN LILLYWHITE, 
Associate Director for Federally Affected Areas. 


OMAHA PUBLIC SCHOOLS, 
Omaha, Nebr., February 6, 1958. 
Hon. Carzt T. Curtis, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR CurTIS: We have noted with interest the many proposals pend- 
ing before Congress dealing with Federal relationships to education on the local 
level. What Congress finally decides about the continuance of Public Laws 874 
and 815 as well as the continuance of Federal aid for vocational education, of 
eourse, affects Omaha and Nebraska. 

The question whether or not appropriations under the provisions of Public 
Laws 874 and 815 should be discontinued is a moot one. Omaha has never been 
able to qualify for Public Law 815 funds because of the technicalities of the law. 
The school district has received for operations under Public Law 874, on the 
average for the past 4 years, approximately $100,000, which is equivalent to one- 
fourth of a mill of taxes for Omaha. We are well aware, too, that there have 
been some abuses of the law in other areas, but, in general, Nebraska has not 
faired too well under the provisions of either bill. 

There is, however, a real and genuine Federal impact on local school and 
governmental operations which results in an injustice to the local taxpayers 
who are trying to maintain local control of their schools. I have written you 
before regarding the unfairness of the Federal housing laws which permit the 
construction of housing units with a concentration of population that requires 
extra schools and extra facilities of all types. These units, as you know, pay no 
local taxes nor do they qualify under the provisions of Public Laws 874 and 815. 
The small token “in lieu” payments which they make as sort of an afterthought 
amount to about $2.50 to $3 per family unit. These units should be taxed 
locally even though the Federal Housing Authority in Omaha objects to such a 
procedure. 

Another serious aspect of Federal impact is now occurring in connection with 
the construction of the interstate highway program. For instance, the first unit 
of construction of the proposed highway within Omaha will remove some 750 
dwellings from the local assessment rolls. When the total program is completed, 
as now approved by Omaha, there will be a loss in valuation of some $20 million 
or some $500,000 of tax revenue, the equivalent of 114 mills on local taxes. In 
one instance, the highway will run within 30 feet of the front door of a school 
which has a replacement value of $500,000. We have been informed that there 
is no possibility of damages from the Federal Government unless the building 
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is actually removed even though it is rendered useless by the development. The 
children in these affected schools will have to be relocated and, of course, the 
people of Omaha will have to pay the bill. 

Local control is a myth when the problems of maintenance of schools and 
government are multiplied by the overwhelming impact of Federal activities on 
the local economy. 

We understand that it is proposed that Public Law 874 and Public Law 815 
be continued to take care of the children who actually reside on and whose 
parents work on Federal installations. This, in our judgment, could ultimately 
mean federally operated common schools on a local level. We are, of course, 
thinking of the Capehart situation at Offutt Air Force Base. 

It is our conviction that the Federal Government should be financially respon- 
sible for the direct and indirect costs of its activities. Because of the concentra- 
tion of wealth in this country in the large nationwide corporations, local units 
are having difficulty more and more in meeting increasing demands placed upon 
them. Under Public Laws 874 and 815 some cities have received too much aid 
and others too little. The administration of the laws has been based upon 
technicalities which have been difficult to apply throughout the Nation as a 
whole. But, in our judgment, the modest appropriation should be continued 
with the stipulation that large cities, which are discriminated against in the 
application of the bill, should receive credit for “federally impacted children” 
even though the percentage restrictions may not be met. 

But this is getting too long. In view of our interest, we thought we ought to 
write you about the measures now before Congress which affect our educational 
endeavors here in Omaha. 

Sincerely yours, 
Harry A. BURKE. 


UwItTep STaTres SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON Post OFFICE AND CIvIL SERVICE, 
June 26, 1958. 
Hon. JAMES E. MURRAY, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Education, 
Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR MuRRAY: I wish to present for insertion in the hearings letters 
which I have received from some of the most prominent educators in South 
Carolina who are very interested in the extension of Public Law 874 and Public 
Law 815. This extension is, as you know, provided in H. R. 11378 which is now 
before your subcommittee. 

You will note that these letters point out the necessity of Federal aid to 
their school districts, and each of them points out that local taxes would have 
to be increased if the Federal funds to these areas are not made available. I 
too, would like to add my endorsement of this legislation, and I hope that the 
subcommittee will see fit to make a favorable report to the full committee. The 
letters mentioned above are from the following: 


Mr. Edward L. Wright, superintendent, School District No. 2 of Richland 
County, R. F. D. 3, Columbia, 8S. C. 

Mr. Guy L. Varn, superintendent, Columbia Public Schools, 1311 Marion Street, 
Columbia, 8. C. 

Mr. Gordon H. Garrett, superintendent, Cooper River School District No. 4, 
P. O. Box 5285, North Charleston, S. C. 

Mr. Hugh T. Stoddard, superintendent, Sumter County School District No. 
2, Sumter, S. C. 

Mr. O. K. McDaniel, administrator, Beaufort County school construction pro- 
gram, Beaufort, S. C. 

Mr. T. W. Anderson, superintendent of education, Horry County, Drawer 680, 
Conway, S. C. 

Col. William M. Albergotti, coordinator of fiscal affairs, School District of 
Greenville County, Drawer 719, Greenville, S. C. 

Mr. A. J. Rutland, superintendent, Aiken Attendance Area No. 1, Aiken, S. C. 


Thanking you and with kind personal regards, I am 
Sincerely, 


OLIN D. JOHNSTON. 
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ScHoor District No. 2 or RICHLAND County, 


Columbia, 8. C., June 28, 1958. 
Hon. OLin D. JOHNSTON, 


United States Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


Deak SENATOR JOHNSTON: The School District 2 of Richland County the 
current school year had an enrollment of 3,287 children, of which 1,260 were 
federally connected as a result of the installation at Fort Jackson. These post 
children represented 38.8 percent of our entire enrollment. Current expendi- 
tures for this year amounted to $515,233.97. We received an entitlement from 
the Federal Government under Public Law 874 of $95,640.68 to be applied on 
current expenses. This amount represents 18.6 percent of our budget. To 
secure this amount of income from local property tax would require an addi- 
tional 38 mills, which added to our present overall county millage of 4514 mills, 
is entirely out of the question. This will illustrate to you how dependent we 
are upon the continuance of this aid from Public Law &74. 

The trustees of this district and I will appreciate very much if you will sub- 
mit this statement to the Senate Subcommittee which will hold hearings on 
this matter June 25 and 26. We urge that you do everything possible to secure 
in the Senate the passage of H. R. 11378 as it passed the House of Representa- 
tives. The loss of these funds at this time would be disastrous to this school 
district. 

With kindest personal regards, I am, 

Yours very truly, 
Epwarp L. Wrieut, Superintendent. 


COLUMBIA PUBLIC SCHOOLS, 
Columbia, S. C., June 19, 1958. 
Hon. Outn D. JOHNSTON, 


United States Senate, 
Washinaton, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR JOHNSTON: This letter will be delivered to you by Superintend- 
ent E. L. Wright, who is representing us in Connection with our interest in Public 
Law 874. 

The Columbia Schools have an average daily attendance of nearly 3,000 children 
who qualify us for funds under the provisions of Public Law 874. This year we 
have received $195,428 in such funds. This figure represents approximately 33 
percent of the cost of educating federally connected children in the Columbia 
Schools. Our budget for next year is a tight one, and we are dependent upon 
this revenue for our current operational program. The loss of these funds 
require at least 3 mills of additional local property tax in order to balance our 
budget. 

We urge that you do everything possible to secure in the Senate the passage of 
H. R. 11378 as it passed the House of Representatives. 

Yours sincerely, 
Guy L. Varn, Superintendent. 


CooPerR RIvER SCHOOL District No. 4, 
North Charleston, S. C., June 19, 1958. 
Hon. OLIN D. JOHNSTON, 
Senator, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR JOHNSTON: The House resolution relating to the extension of 
Public Law 874 will very shortly receive consideration in the Senate. I regret 
very much that it will not be possible for me to attend these hearings but I would 
like to submit to you a statement which I would like for you to present to the 
committee. 

A the present time more than 39 percent of the children attending schools in 
the Cooper River School District No. 4, North Charleston, S. C., are sons and 
daughters of persons connected with various Federal installations. Although 
the installations with which these persons are connected represent an investment 
which is many times larger than the investment in all other properties in the 
school district, they pay no taxes. The result of this is such that our taxable 
wealth per pupil is just a little more than 50 percent of the taxable wealth per 
pupil in the year 1939. As you can very readily see this creates a very serious 
financial problem. 
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At the present time 600 Capehart units are being constructed at the Charles- 
ton Airbase and the problem will consequently be much more acute during the 
school year 1958-59. There is under consideration a project involving the 
extension of naval activities in the area which would still add to the problem. 
When the Charleston minecraft base is moved to the naval shipyard, it is quite 
possible that additional families will move to the school district in order to be 
nearer work. 

On behalf of the board of trustees, the patrons and myself, I wish to request 
your assistance in securing passage of H. R. 11378. Also on their behalf I wish 
to thank you for your help and consideration you have given us in the past. 

Sincerely yours, 
Gorpon H. GARRETT, Superintendent. 





ScumtTerR County Scuoor District No. 2, 
Sumter, S. C., June 20, 1958, 
Hon. OLIN D. JOHNSTON, 
The Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR JOHNSTON: Sumter County School District No. 2 has approxi- 
mately 1,500 federally affected children as a result of Shaw Air Force Base. 
Maintenance and operation funds, as represented by House bill No. 11378, 
amounted to approximately $160,000 during 1957-58. The loss of these funds, or 
any substantial part of same, would be disastrous to this school district. 

Your support of this bill in the Senate is earnestly solicited. 

Yours very truly, 
HueGu T. Stropparp, Superintendent. 


DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, BEAUFORT COUNTY, 
Beaufort, S. C., June 18, 1958. 
Senator OLIn D. JONNSTON, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Srr: It is my understanding that the Senate Education Subcommittee 
plans to hold hearings to extend and amend Public Laws 874 and 815 on June 25 
and 26. 

This piece of legislation, as you know, is for aid to those school communities 
which have been faced with an undue burden due to the influx of schoolchildren 
of workers on Federal installations. 

These laws were amended and extended by the House some time ago through 
H. R. 11378. 

At the time the Subcommittee on General Education, headed by Hon. Cleve- 
land M. Bailey, was holding hearings on the above legislation, we prepared and 
asked Mr. Rivers to submit the accompanying article entitled ‘Status of Beaufort 
County School District No. 1 in Relation to Public Laws S874 and S15.” He very 
kindly appeared before the House committee and submitted same. 

Since this legislation is now coming before the Senate Education Subcommittee 
next week, we are sending you copies of our condition here in Beaufort and 
asking that you do all you can to see it successfully through the Senate. Use 
this information in any way you See fit, and we trust that this legislation will 
receive your full support and influence. 

We want to assure you that it will be nothing short of a financial tragedy 
to Beaufort schools if these pieces of legislation are not extended. 

We also want you to know that we deeply appreciate your interest and support 
of same in the past. 

Since we are writing both our South Carolina Senators for the same purpose, 
we trust that you will pardon us in using the same material to both of you. 

Yours most sincerely, 
O. K. McDAntet, Administrator. 


STATUS OF BEAUFORT CoUNTY ScHooL District No. 1 IN RELATION TO PUBLIC 
LAwS 815 Anpb 874 


Beaufort County School District No. 1 contains the following Federal installa- 
tions in connection with defense activities, which have caused and will continue 
to cause the greatest shifts in population in the history of Beaufort County; 
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(1) USMC Recruit Depot, Parris Island; (2) Wake Village, Parris Island; (3) 

Naval Hospital, Beaufort, S. C.; USMC Auxiliary Air Station, Beaufort, S. C. 
As proof of the first statement, namely, that they have caused a great shift 

in population, we submit the enrollment of federally and nonfederally connected 


children in the schools from the school year 1950-51 through the first 4 months 
of the session 1957-58. 


Year Federally Non-Federal Total 








connected 
1950-51... ae = 1, 256 3, 116 4, 372 
es ain bivein bce einn oubsiah Jobber eb va taubeny eoueceedaaaie 1, 303 3, 156 4, 459 
set oc neaioSa natch nn ndasaatees adnan unbauesnemeacaa 1, 466 3, 085 4, 551 
1953-54_... isin er goiia pinks wibGuednidanmnbbe bedhead aaa 1, 391 3, 208 4, 897 
1954-55... : os conaslicdiadeiedecctntcaeetaaae 1, 671 3, 648 5, 319 
ncta piniegtw otascaracmbaes Renan 1, 873 3, 770 5, 643 
aoe alc ene asian atcanaitarascod Oia. 2, 326 3, 739 6, 065 
s gbapchdeonliticininstbed ualimipabiinaiiag 2, 528 4,016 | 6, 544 





During this period of 7 years and 4 months the number of federally connected 
children has increased 1,272 or 101 percent. The nonfederally connected children. 

However, the greatest shifts appear to be within the near future. The land has 
been acquired and a contract has been signed for the construction of 1,100 Cape- 
hart housing units in connection with the auxiliary air station. This is just a 
beginning as it is understood, for long-range planning, the ultimate figure is to be 
2,565 Capehart units. Work has already begun on the first increment of the 1,100 
units and it is expected that they will be completed in time for occupaney for 
the 1959-60 school session. In this connection we would like to make reference to 
exhibits A, B, and C attached, consisting of a letter from Col. H. C. Freuler, 
Commanding Officer, Headquarters, Marine Corps Auxiliary Air Station: Col. 
G. H. Cloud, Assistant Chief of Staff, Headquarters, Marine Corps Recruit 
Depot, Parris Island; and Mr. Edwin W. Pike, Jr., vice president, Southern 
Mortgage Co. In order to keep the record straight we wish to state that it is our 
understanding that since Colonel Cloud wrote this letter October 24, 1957, the 
eonstruction of the 355 Capehart housing units referred to has been postponed 
for the present. However, in the light of world conditions at present it is very 
likely that the postponement is only temporary and that the plans for these 
5355 housing units may be restored or even enlarged. 

On the basis of the three letters referred to above all other information we have 
been able to gather we have attempted, through exhibits D and FE, attached, 
to predict the enrollment of federally and nonfederally connected pupils for 
Beaufort County School District No. 1 for the years 1957-58 and 1958-59. The 
estimate follows: 


Year Federally Non-Federal Total 
connected 


If we allow 30 pupils to the classroom, by June 30, 1959, we will need 304 
classrooms to house the 9,128 pupils. At the present time we have either com- 
pleted or are in the process of construction enough classrooms at 30 pupils to the 
classroom to house 5,805 pupils, or 193 classrooms. That will leave us as of 
June 30, 1959, short 111 classrooms. However, since about 50 of the classrooms 
should be used to house high-school students and since 20 to 25 students in high 
school are considered a teacher load, rather than 30 as in elementary school, we 
would feel that a more accurate estimate would be the need of at least 125 
additional classrooms, plus additional facilities such as rest rooms, offices, 
corridors, bus ports, multipurpose rooms and libraries. Our estimate cost for 
the completion of this project is at least $2 million. We expect an entitlement 
from the South Carolina Educational Finance Commission and from local sources 
a total of around $500,000. That leaves a deficit of $1,500,000. We believe it 
is the responsibility of the Federal Government to make up this needed amount. 
This can be provided under the provisions of Public Law 815 and it is sincerely 
hoped that Congress will see fit to extend it. 
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At this time we wish to acknowledge the timely assistance Beaufort County 
School District No. 1 has received from the Federal Government through the 
operation of this law. We also wish to make it clear that Beaufort County 
School District No. 1 has attempted to do its full share. During the 7 years 
referred to above 8 projects have been totally or partially financed by funds 
under Public Law 815 in the amount of $1,300,795.62, and our State and local 
funds have been used with these projects along with others of our own to the 
amount of $1,592,624.69, thus making a total expenditure for construction during 
this period of $2,893,420.31. 

In order to take care of these pupils and furnish them the standard of educa- 
tion they should have it is not only necessary for Congress to take action in 
extending Public Law 815 but it is also necessary that provision should be con- 
tinued for the maintenance and operation of these schools. This can be done 
through the extension of Public Law 874 with some form of floor continued as 
now provided. Without the provisions of Public Law 874, with the continuance 
of a minimum floor, it will be futile for Beaufort County School District No. 1 
to attempt to try to furnish a reasonable standard of education for the boys 
and girls who have been and are to be transferred to this district. 

Our State and local authorities have done and are willing to continue to do all 
they can for these boys and girls but it is our feeling that this is an obligation 
to be shared by our Federal Government. We respectfully ask that these two 
laws be continued for this purpose. 

Respectfully submitted. 

O. K. McDANIEL, 
Administrator of School Construction for Beaufort County. 
JANUARY 22, 1958. 


DEPARTMENT OF EpUCATION, Horry Country, 
Conway, S. C., June 19, 1958. 
Hon. O1Lin D. JOHNSTON, 
United States Senate, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Orin D.: It is my understanding that the House has passed bill No. 
H. R. 11878, which provides for the extension of Public Law 874 and Public 
Law 815. I am also advised that the Senate Education Subcommittee is to 
meet next week Wednesday and Thursday, June 25 and 26, to discuss this bill; 
and the purpose of this letter is to ask that if at all possible you arrange to 
appear before this committee and exert your efforts in behalf of these bills. 

As you know. we have the Myrtle Beach Air Force Base in Horry County, and 
as a result of this, the Federal impact is already large and will probably become 
even larger. We now have a little over 850 children enrolled in schools from 
federally impacted families, and as soon as the Capehart housing project is com- 
pleted, there will no doubt be many more. I am sure you can understand the 
enormous burden this number of children would place on the school budget in 
Horry County and the reason it is imperative that we receive some assistance 
from the Federal Government. 

We have already received under Public Law 815 a little over $400,000 for 
construction of facilities for these children, and have had approved another 
project in the amount of $226,000; and we have received funds under Public 
Law 874 in the amount of approximately $81,000, and hope to continue receiving 
this. I am sure that you can understand how important it is to us in Horry 
County to receive aid under these bills, because the amount of money that we 
have received would have been almost impossible to raise locally. 

I am sure you will exert your best efforts in behalf of the extension of these 
bills, and for this I wish to express my appreciation. 

With kindest personal regards and best wishes, I am 

Yours very truly, 
T. W. ANDERSON, 
Superintendent of Education. 
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ScHOOL DistTRICT OF GREENVILLE COUNTY, 
Greenville, S.C., June 19, 1958. 
Hon. OLiIn D. JOHNSTON, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 


My Dear SENATOR JOHNSTON: I am writing to advise you of our interest in 
legislation designed to extend the provisions of Public Law 874 which expires 
June 30. 

Approximately 1,600 Federal service-connected children attend schools in this 
School district. We are currently receiving about $112,000 from the Federal 
Government for these children. Our budget for fiscal year 1958—59 includes this 
amount. You can appreciate how serious the effect on our operations would be 
if we should not receive this money in the next fiscal year. 

Legislation as it passed the House of Representatives provides for our receiv- 
ing the funds referred to above and is satisfactory to us without change. We 
earnestly request your support of this legislation when it reaches the Senate. 

Sincerely yours, 
Wm. M. ALBERGOTTI, 
Colonel United States Army (Retired), 
Coordinator of Fiscal Affairs. 


AIKEN ATTENDANCE AREA NO. 1, 


Aiken, S. C., June 19, 1958. 
Hon. OLIN D. JOHNSTON, 


United States Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. JOHNSTON: This letter calls to your attention once again the fact 
that we are very dependent upon Federal aid for the federally connected school 
children in Aiken County as provided in special laws 815 and 876. Particu- 
larly are we interested in those in 876. 

This year we will receive in Aiken County approximately $256,000 in Federal 
aid for the federally connected children to assist us in the operation of schools. 
This means, of course, that if we should lose this support and if we maintain 
the standards which we now have that the tax levy on taxable property in this 
county would have to be increased approximately 10 mills. There is even at 
this time a 49-mill levy in Aiken County for supporting the schools. 

For your information the number of federally connected children in active 
membership is 3,894 and the number in average daily attendance is 3,720. We, 
in the Aiken City schools, are particularly interested because approximately 60 
percent of the federally connected children are ehrolled in the city schools of 
Aiken. As a matter of fact 30 percent of our total school population are fed- 
erally connected children. 

As you know House bill H. R. 11878 basically meets our needs. The purpose 
of this letter is to request that you give this bill your wholehearted support 
when it reaches the floor of the Senate. It goes without saying, of course, that 
we do not object to such amendments that would increase our benefits so long 
as the grant is on the same basis as we now receive it. 

Sincerely, 


A. J. RUTLAND, Superintendent. 
APRIL 24, 1958. 
Hon. Lister HILL, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C, 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Your committee now has before it H. R. 11378, a bill 
which would extend Public Laws 874 and 815 providing financial assistance for 
the construction, maintenance, and operation of schools in federally impacted 
area. 

As a result of the defense efforts, many communities throughout the Nation 
have experienced abnormal increases in population. Military installations and 
defense industries have drawn countless thousands of Americans into many 
traditionally small communities swelling their populations and creating certain 
problems affecting all inhabitants. 

Perhaps the most serious of these problems has been greatly increased 
public school enrollments. Communities near military bases and defense indus- 
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tries have experienced sharp rises in the number of school-age children. Educa- 
tional facilities and teachers have been severely overtaxed in order to accom- 
modate these influxes and at the same time maintain proper educational stand- 
ards. One of the great difficulties, especially for smaller communities, has been 
the fact that most military and other defense personnel live on Federal installa- 
tions and, therefore, do not pay taxes to the communities directly affected. Such 
impacted areas, consequently, have been hard pressed to expand their school 
facilities and teaching staffs for lack of funds. 

Congress has recognized this serious problem and in 1949 authorized aid for 
school construction and operation in areas affected by the impact of Federal 
activities. The authorization was a result of two laws, Public Law 874 and 
Public Law 815. The first of these provided financial assistance for the mainte- 
nance and operation of schools in such areas. The second provided for financial 
assistance for school construction. 

The program inaugurated by these two measures has been extremely valuable 
and beneficial. Countless communities throughout the Nation have received 
direct aid from the Federal Government in order that they might provide the 
educational facilities necessary for their artificially increased populations. As of 
the end of fiscal year 1957, funds amounting to $1,218,570,000 had been appro- 
priated since 1950 for the program. Of this amount, $727.400,000 was appro- 
priated for construction of school facilities and $491,170,000 for maintenance and 
operation. In the State of Maine, communities have received over $5 million 
since 1950 under the program. Of this amount, $3,101,757 went into maintenance 
and operation and $1,961,664 into construction. No less than 39 Maine com- 
munities have benefited from the maintenance and operation funds, and 20 
communities have received construction funds. Without this assistance it would 
have been impossible in most cases for these communities to cope properly with 
the educational problem resulting from the influx of defense personnel. 

This year the administration has proposed sharp cuts in the program. In 
terms of appropriations, the administration has recommended at least $80 million 
less than past appropriations provided. Furthermore, the administration pro- 
posed to allocate funds on the basis of students whose parents actually live on 
Federal establishments instead of the procedure currently used which allows 
funds to be allocated on the basis of students whose parents live on or off Federal 
establishments but work for the Government or for private industry engaged in 
defense production. The effect of these limitations would be to cut drastically 
the number of communities now receiving assistance as well as the amount of 
funds appropriated without reducing the school enrollment burdens in any of the 
impacted areas. With the current need to strengthen wherever possible the 
Nation’s educational program, I feel that the administration’s proposals are not 
in the best interest of the Nation. 

It was very gratifying, therefore, to see the House pass H. R. 11378, which in- 
corporates both Public Law 874 and Public Law 815, which calls for appropria- 
tions at essentially the same levels as in the past, and which permits the alloca- 
tion of funds to be based on the number of students whose parents live either on 
or off Federal establishments but work for the Government or for private industry 
engaged in defense production. 

It is my sincere hope, Mr. Chairman, that your committee will favorably report 
this important measure to the Senate at an early date. 

It would be appreciated if this letter could be made a part of the record of your 
hearings on this legislation. 

Sincerely yours, 
FREDERICK G. PAYNE, 
United States Senator. 


[From the office of Senator Payne, Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C., April 29, 1958] 


Following are the Maine communities eligible for school construction assistance 
under Public Law 815: 


Bangor Eliot Topsham 

Bath Kittery Van Buren 
Berwick Limestone Wells 
Brunswick Old Orchard Beach Winter Harbor 
Caribon Presque Isle Woolwich 
Chelsea South Berwick York 


Cutler South Portland 
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Following are the Maine communities eligible for school maintenance and 
operation assistance under Public Law 874: 


Augusta 

Bangor 

Bath 

Berwick 

Brewer 

Brunswick 

Caribou 

Castle Hill-Chapman- 
Maple 

Chelsea 

Cyr Plantation 

Dover-Foxcroft 

Eliot 

Farmingdale 


STATEMENT BY HARMON 


BRANCH, N. J., 


Fort Fairfield 
Gardiner 
Grand Isle 
Hamlin 
Hampden 
Hermon 
Kittery 
Limestone 
Mars Hill 
North Berwick 
Old Orchard Beach 
Presque Isle 
Randolph 
Sanford 


South Berwick 
South Portland 
Southwest Harbor 
Topsham 

Van Buren 
Washburn. 
Wells 

West Bath 
Whitefield 
Windsor 
Winter Harbor 
York 


M. BRADFORD, SUPERINTENDENT OF ScHOOLS, LONG 


COMMENTING ON THE VIEWS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, 


EDUCATION, AND WELFARE (SEE P. 78), RE THE WAINWRIGHT AMENDMENT TO 


H. R. 11378 


This amendment 


present law. 
Office of Education: 
2 
Public Law 815. 
2. Must 


and/or Public Law 815 


districts. 


follows the basic policy of assisting federally impacted 
school districts in providing needed facilities. It corrects shortcomings in the 
The following items would meet the objections offered by the 


Limit payment to those who have records under Public Law 874 and/or 


include all pupils who have been eligible under Public Law 874 
to meet needs of New Jersey and New York school 


3. Items now on record in the testimony of Leonard Maine before the sub- 


committee. 


4. Percentage limitation can reasonably be made on first-year eligibility under 
the amendment as will be seen by examining Mr. Maine’s testimony. This 


would limit cost. 


oo. 
other problems that 


themselves and the program in the past. 


x 


The administration of this amendment would be no more difficult than 
Federal Office of Education has handled with credit to 





